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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

On August 25, 2009 (the day before Jaycee Lee Dugard was discovered), Phillip Garrido was 
considered a shining example of a reformed criminal - a man who had not committed a crime since 
1976, a man who had performed so well in federal prison that he got paroled almost 40 years early, a 
man that had performed so wel) in Nevada state prison that he was released after only 11 years on a life 
sentence, a man that was so reformed he never became as suspect in the 1991 abduction of Jaycee Lee 
Dugard, a man that had performed so well under federal parole supervision that he was terminated 
successfully in 1999, and a man that had never had his parole revoked by CDCR for 10 years under their 
supervision. Thanks to a Berkley Police Officer and UC Berkley Campus Manager, we now know ail of 
this was a lie. Thanks to those officers we now know the psychologists, parole boards, counselors, and 
parole officers did not know the truth - that Phillip Garrido is a dangerous sexual predator. 

Law enforcement failed to see Phillip Garrido for what and who he truly is— eviL In part, this 
failure was based upon law enforcement's over-reliance upon the psychiatric profession to predict 
future dangerousness. Common sense would telJ you that the best predictor of future behavior is past 
behavior. For some unknown reason, psychiatry in the criminal justice system relies far too little on past 
behavior and far too often on the statements from the criminal - who have a vested interest and motive 
in presenting themselves in a better light. This problem is exacerbated even more in the prison setting, 
where criminals know they are being watched and know that they can get paroled even sooner if they 
comply with prison rules. The problem is further compounded by the fact that a prisoner's institutional 
adjustment and psychiatric evaluations are given greater weight than the underlying commitment 
offense. Thus, the major problem with the use of psychiatry in the prison system is that the prisoners 
will act differently in prison - because they don't have the freedom to rape and murder and destroy 
lives like they did on the outside of prison walls, Criminals then use psychiatry to manipulate the 
criminal justice system. 

The fact is that under the current parole system, a criminal like Phillip Garrido would still be 
evaluated by a dysfunctional process that could lead to his release. Unfortunately, due to a significant 
change in the law (In re Lawrence (2008) 44 Cal.4 th 1181) occurring only one year prior to Jaycee's 
discovery, the law does not even allow the parole board to deny parole solely upon the circumstances of 
the commitment offense. The rule is release. If Phillip Garrido faced parole under the California parole 
system today, they would evaluate him under a flawed system that: (1) Puts the burden upon the parole 
board to prove dangerousness; (2) overvalues institutional adjustment and psychiatric evaluations; and, 
(3) gives little real consideration or weight to the circumstances of the offense, the inmate's reliable past 
criminal history. He would be evaluated under a system, that even in June of 2011 still rated him a 
Static-99R "Mode rate- Low" risk category, even after he had kidnaped and imprisoned an 11 year old girl 
for 18 years. Modification of the parole review process is the first step of many that needs to be taken 
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to ensure that our society is protected from sexual predators iike Phillip Garrido and other violent 
criminals like him. 

TOP FIVE MISTAKES OF LAW ENFORCEMENT 

On June 10, 1991, Phillip and Nancy Garrido abducted Jaycee Lee Dugard in South Lake Tahoe. 
On August 26, 2009, 18 years later, Jaycee was finally discovered. 

As part of the investigation and prosecution of Phillip Garrido, the El Dorado County District 
Attorney's Office conducted an exhaustive review of his extensive criminal history, which included a 
review of: All existing criminal police reports regarding Phillip Garrido; the reports and transcripts of his 
rape and kidnap of Katie Callaway; his Federal Bureau of Prison records; his Nevada state prison records; 
his federal and CDCR parole supervision records; all reports and evidence concerning the 18 year FBI 
investigation into the disappearance of Jaycee Lee Dugard; all records, reports, evidence concerning the 
2009 discovery of Jaycee Lee Dugard and subsequent investigation of Phillip and Nancy Garrido; his past 
and present psychiatric evaluations; his extensive correspondence with Nancy Garrido while in Federal 
Prison and while incarcerated in El Dorado County Jail; and, interviews conducted with Nancy Garrido 
and Phillip Garrido. 

Upon evaluation of this mountain of evidence concerning Phillip Garrido's criminal history and 
the failures of the criminal justice system, the El Dorado County District Attorney's Office identifies the 
top fiv^e mistakes made by law enforcement regarding Phillip Garrido. 

1. Philip Garrido's Release from Prison 

The number one mistake made by law enforcement regarding Phillip Garrido was his release 
from prison in 1988. Had Garrido served his full term, he would not have been released until 
2027, and there would not even have been the opportunity for him to abduct Jaycee Lee 
Dugard. Phillip Garrido was released from prison after only 11 years of a 50 year federal 
sentence and a five-to-life Nevada state sentence due to the parole boards' over-reliance on 
Phillip Garrido's institutional adjustment and grossly flawed psychiatric evaluations concerning 
his likelihood for future dangerousness, while giving little real consideration (or ignoring 
entirely) the true nature and extent of Phillip Garrido's crimes and prior criminal history. Phillip 
Garrido's committing offense involved the brutal rape and kidnap of Katie Callaway, where he 
handcuffed her and sexually assaulted her for hours. Phillip Garrido's reliable documented 
criminal history included the kidnapping and rape of a 1A year old girl in Antioch in 1972, the 
kidnapping and rape of a 19 year old young woman in South Lake Tahoe in June of 1976, the 
attempted kidnapping and rape of a 25 year old woman in South Lake Tahoe in November 1976 
(only one hour before his kidnapping of Katie Callaway), and Phillip Garrido's 1976 admissions to 
abducting two other women, his 1977 trial admissions to prurient interest in young children 
(evidenced by his testimony that he repeatedly masturbated in front of grammar schools and 
high schools), and his repeated admission to having rape fantasies. (See map of crimes 
Attachment #1 for reference.) An inmate with this type of criminal history should not have been 
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released only 11 years into a 50 year sentence, no matter how well he had adjusted in the 
prison system. One of the primary reasons for this failure was the ongoing over-reliance of law 
enforcement on the psychiatric profession to predict Garrido's future dangerousness. Garrido 
tried to obtain a shorter sentence in 1978 with the assistance of a psychiatrist who was willing 
to recommend parole. (See court documents Attachment #2 for reference.) Garrido used those 
evaluations to assist in getting paroled from federal and Nevada state prison in 1988. The 
failures and inadequacies of the psychiatric profession were highlighted by Phillip Garrido and 
his manipulation of them to his advantage. 

2. Failure to Identify Phillip Garrido as a Suspect in 1991 

The second biggest mistake made by law enforcement regarding Phillip Garrido was their failure 
to identify him as a suspect after the June 10, 1991, kidnapping of Jaycee Lee Dugard, Phillip 
Garrido did not become a suspect in her South Lake Tahoe abduction, even though he was a 
repeat kidnapper and rapist, with a history of kidnapping and raping in South Lake Tahoe, and 
was on federal parole at the time. At the time of Jaycee Lee Dugard's kidnapping from South 
Lake Tahoe, Phillip Garrido had already kidnaped and raped 3 identified victims, and attempted 
to kidnap and rape another. Jaycee was the 5 th known victim of Phillip Garrido and the 4 th out of 
South Lake Tahoe. (See map of crimes Attachment #1 for reference.) 

3. Failure of Parole Supervision 

The third biggest mistake by law enforcement in dealing with Phillip Garrido was the failure of 
the federal and state parole agencies to adequately supervise him. Federal parole agents failed 
Jaycee Lee Dugard when they did not adequately supervise Phillip Garrido from 1988 to 1999. 
CDCR parole agents continued that failure in supervision when they did not properly supervise 
Phillip Garrido from 1999 to 2009. In total, parole agents visited the Garrido residence 70 times 
(10 times by federal parole and 60 times by CDCR parole). One of the primary reasons for these 
failures was the ongoing over-reliance of law enforcement on the psychiatric profession to 
predict Garrido's future dangerousness. He used psychiatric evaluations to hide his actions 
while on parole from 1988 to 2009. The failures and inadequacies of the psychiatric profession 
were highlighted by Phillip Garrido and his manipulation of them to his advantage, 

4. Failure of Federal Parole Supervision From May 15, 1991 to May 4, 1995 

The fourth biggest mistake of law enforcement, and the most notable of all the parole failures, is 
that on May 15, 1991 a federal parole agent visited the recording studio of Phillip Garrido. (See 
federal parole record Attachment #3 for reference.) Just three weeks later, this recording studio 
became Jaycee Lee Dugard's prison, where she was bound and sexually assaulted for years. For 
almost four years, between May 15, 1991 until May 4, 1995, the federal parole agent 
supervising Garrido only visited the Garrido home one time (briefly). These years from 1991 to 
1995 were among the absolute worst years for Jaycee Lee Dugard in her captivity with Phillip 




and Nancy Garrido, and had the federal parole agents searched the Garrido residence they 
would have found her. 

5. Failure of Federal Parole to Investigate Phillip Garrido Contact with Katie Callaway 

The fifth biggest mistake of law enforcement in its dealing with Phillip Garrido was the 
failure to fully investigate the Phillip Garrido's contact with Katie Callaway in 1988. It was a 
colossal blunder by the federal parole authorities when they failed to fully investigate the 
November 1988 incident where Phillip Garrido contacted his former victim Katie Callaway in 
South Lake Tahoe. In November 1988, Katie Callaway thought Garrido was still serving his 50 
year federal sentence and his five-to-life Nevada state sentence. In November 1988, Katie did 
not even know that Garrido was out of prison, yet alone, had recently been given new 
freedoms. The coincidence of Garrido's prior victim reporting contact with him the very same 
month he is given more freedoms - all while she is unaware that he is ever out of prison - is so 
astronomical that Katie Callaway's concerns should have been addressed and taken more 
seriously by the federal parole agent. 

Then, on November 19, 1988, (the very same day that Michaela Garecht is abducted 
only 20 miles from Phillip Garrido's half-way-house) the federal parole agent ends his 
investigation of the Katie Callaway incident by stating that "to subject [Phillip Garrido] to 
electronic monitoring would be too much of a hassle based on the hysteria, or concerns of the 
victim..." (See federal parole record Attachment #4 for reference.) Garrido never became a 
suspect in the Micaela Garecht disappearance, even though there are striking similarities 
between Garrido's prison photo and a sketch of the suspect (See comparison of sketch and 
photos Attachment #5 for reference.) Katie Callaway-Hall recalls speaking to the parole agent 
who ultimately dismissed her allegations without any real investigation. (See letter from Katie 
Callaway-Hall Attachment #6 for reference.) Katie Callaway was shown a photo of Garrido 
dressed nicely, with a mustache, with hair combed, and taken from a distance, not a photo that 
would have shown Garrido how he really looked at the time, In reality, in November 1988, 
Garrido looked more like he did in the video released by our office of him playing the guitar in a 
park then he did in any of his prison photos. Katie Callaway-Hall says that Garrido "looked like 
he did in the [DA's Office] video, not how he did in the photo they showed me," (See 
comparison photos Attachment U 7 for reference.) 

LESSONS LEARNED 

Fortunately, since the abduction of Jaycee Lee Dugard in 1991, there have been many significant 
and important changes in the law that have provided a major step in the direction necessary to correct 
the problems and mistakes that were so evident with the Phillip Garrido case. Further, both federal and 
state parole have already stated an interest and commitment to making fundamental changes in the 
parole supervision system to correct the problems and mistakes made by their respective agencies. 



When looking at the Phillip Garrido case, and the enormity of the failure of law enforcement in 
so many ways, it is hard to ignore the role that the psychiatric profession played in these failures. Again 
and again, Phillip Garrido manipulated the system with the assistance of the psychiatric profession. He 
tried to claim incompetence during his 1977 trial for the kidnapping and rape of Katie Callaway. Garrido 
tried to obtain a shorter sentence in 1978 with the assistance of a psychiatrist who was willing to 
recommend parole. Garrido used that evaluation and others while in prison to assist in getting paroled 
from Federal and Nevada State prison in 1988. Then, he used his counselors and psychiatric evaluations 
to hide his actions while on parole from 1988 to 2009. And, then ultimately, Phillip Garrido tried to use 
the psychiatric professionals once again to claim incompetence during the criminal proceedings in El 
Dorado County. Far too often, the psychiatrist focuses on what the criminal says (rather than their past 
actions and conduct) to evaluate their risk for future dangerousness. This runs counter to common 
sense. 

Astonishingly, even in June 2011 when Phil J ip Garrido was sentenced for his crimes against 
Jaycee Lee Dugard, he only scored at 3 on the Static-99R Assessment (the state authorized psychiatric 
assessment tool for sex offenders) which placed Phillip Garrido on the Mode rate -Low Risk Category. 

Unfortunately, psychiatric evaluations and predictions of future dangerousness play a large part 
of current lifer parole hearing in California. One must always be reminded that the lifer parolee has 
already been convicted of committing a horrible crime. There is no presumption of innocence. They are 
guilty of committing a life crime. Upon review of the current state of the California Parole laws it is 
painfully clear that the parole review system is also based upon this flawed basic approach to evaluating 
a criminal's danger to society. The rule is release- instead of putting the burden on the parolee, the 
flawed system puts the burden on the parole board to prove dangerousness. And, as part of that flawed 
process, parole boards overvalue institutional adjustment and psychiatric evaluations, and give little real 
weight to the circumstances of the offense. 

OVERVIEW 

On June 10, 1991, Phillip and Nancy Garrido abducted Jaycee Lee Dugard in South Lake Tahoe. 
On August 26, 2009, 18 years later, Jaycee was final/y discovered. Both Phillip and Nancy Garrido were 
charged with, and ultimately convicted of, kidnapping and rape - sending them both to prison for life. 
The El Dorado County District Attorney's Office's primary responsibility in this case has been to seek 
justice for Jaycee and her family through the criminal prosecution of Phillip and Nancy Garrido. 
However, despite the time passage since Jaycee's discovery in August of 2009, there remain several 
lingering unanswered questions: How did Phillip Garrido get paroled from a 50 year Federal sentence 
and a five-to-life Nevada State sentence after only 11 years? How did Phillip Garrido keep Jaycee hidden 
for 11 years on Federal Parole from 1991 to 1999? And, how did Phillip Garrido keep Jaycee hidden for 
10 years on California State Parole from 1999 to 2009? 

Had the Phillip and Nancy Garrido case gone to jury trial some of these questions may have 
been answered. Since the criminal case against Phillip and Nancy Garrido is now over, the El Dorado 
County District Attorney's Office has determined that certain facts need to be revealed. It is beyond 



dispute that the criminal justice system failed Jaycee Lee Dugard, it failed Katie Calloway-Hall, and 
assuredly failed many of the other countless unknown victims of Phillip Garrido- It is hoped that by 
revealing some of the glaring oversights in this case, law enforcement as a whole can learn from these 
mistakes, and we can begin the process of exploring deficiencies in state law and identifying potential 
legislative solutions to assist law enforcement in the supervision and detection of sexual predators like 
Phillip Garrido. Often, the best way to improve behavior is to shine the bright light of public scrutiny on 
government actions. 

There is no simple answer to these questions. However, two things are abundantly clear: First, 
Phillip Garrido is a master manipulator who used his interactions with psychiatric professionals in order 
to manipulate the system by saying what he needed to say and doing what he needed to do to get 
paroled after only 11 years and to repeatedly avoid closer scrutiny by his federal and state parole 
agents. Second, it appears that prison officials, law enforcement, and parole officials all failed to fully 
evaluate and consider Phillip Garrido's known history, which made most of them unaware that he was a 
violent sexual predator who had repeatedly raped and kidnapped women. Thus, the ultimate failure of 
the system and its dealings with Phillip Garrido was the result of (1) a complete over-reliance of the 
criminal justice system upon the opinions of psychiatric professionals, (2) inefficient and inadequate 
sharing of information between law enforcement officials (including, but is not limited to, federal and 
state law enforcement investigators, prosecutors, prison officials and parole agents), and (3) a parole 
system that gives too much weight to a prisoners institutional adjustment and psychiatric evaluations, 
and fails to give little real consideration to or ignores entirely the true nature and extent of a prisoner's 
crimes and prior criminal history. 

FEDERAL PRISON CUSTODY 
(March 1977 to January 1988) 

• On March 11, 1977, Phillip Garrido was sentenced to federal prison for 50 years for the 
kidnapping of Katie Callaway, Garrido specifically informed the judge at that time that he 
wanted to go to Federal Prison because they have more psychological services in federal prison. 

• May 1977, Phillip Garrido initially committed to USP, McNeil Island, Washington. 

• July 1, 1977, Phillip Garrido committed to USP, Leavenworth, Kansas. 

• On March 24, 1978, Phillip Garrido makes a motion for reduction in sentence based upon a 
variety of factors, including a psychological evaluation by a clinical psychologist from April 17, 
1978, who states that Garrido has done so well in his year in prison that he recommends 
modification of the current sentence to indeterminate parole eligibility and "a recommendation 
that he be paroled" when his treatment and training goals are accomplished. Moreover, the 
clinical psychologist notes that Garrido's "[prognosis for successful transition to the community 
is considered very good. The likelihood of further extralegal behaviors on Mr. Garrido's part is 
seen as minimal." Amazingly, this psychologist writes this even though Garrido has three 
separate kidnapping and rapes and one attempted kidnapping and rape in the six years prior to 
his report. 
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In 1980, Phillip Garrido developed a relationship with a young woman, who (with Garrido's 
urging) accused her father of sexual assault. During the defense investigation into those rape 
allegations (later overturned by the State Supreme Court), defense investigators inquired of 
prison officials whether or not Garrido had taken any courses in hypnosis. 
October 14, 1981, Phillip Garrido marries Nancy Bocanegra. 

September 30, 1983, Phillip Garrido's psychotherapist notes that he has developed self- 
counseling skills and relaxation skills that should allow Garrido to manage his life in a more 
appropriate manner. 

October 30, 198S, Phillip Garrido joins a Leavenworth "Psychology Services" 12 week 
"Social/Coping Skills" treatment group which he successfully completes on January 29, 1986. 
February 14, 1986, Phillip Garrido's psychologist notes that Garrido "does not evidence an 
ingrained pattern of criminal behavior" and that he may very well be an appropriate candidate 
for parole. It was further noted that Garrido's crimes were the result of "poor coping skills" 
rather than from "a desire to harm others." 

March 19, 1986 Phillip Garrido transferred to USP, Lompoc, California. 
November S, 1987 federal parole hearing, wherein it is noted that; Garrido "has had an 
outstanding institutional adjustment" and that a USP Lompoc Unit Manager stated that "|h]e 
believes (Garrido) has accomplished everything that he possibly could within the institution and 
he believes subject is now ready to return to the community. (He) has such confidence that he 
would not object to subject residing next door to him as a neighbor in the community." 
Phillip Garrido was paroled from Federal Prison to Nevada State Prison on January 19 1988, after 
only 11 years on a 50 year sentence. (See Attachment # 8.) 

NEVADA STATE PRISON CUSTODY 

(January 1988 to August 1988) 

April 11, 1977, sentenced by Nevada State five-to-life for the rape of Katie Calloway. 

On January 22, 1988, (after parole from 50 year federal sentence after less than 11 years) 

Garrido was transferred to Nevada state prison. 

May 7, 1984, Nevada State Board of Parote denies parole to Phillip Garrido. In this evaluation, 
the Parole Board checked box A.5. for one of the reasons that parole is denied: "The board finds 
that you have not reformed to the extent that you can be released without threat to society." 
July 1, 1985, the state of Nevada passed a new law which allowed Garrido to earn good time 
credits at a much faster rate (10 days per month rather than 10 days per year). 
March 31, 1986, Nevada State Board of Parole denies parole to Phillip Garrido. Less than 2 years 
since his last parole hearing, the board appears to believe that Garrido has been reformed and 
that he can be released without threat to society, because they do not check box A.S. as they 
did on May 7, 1984. 

January 22, 1988, Phillip Garrido is paroled by federal authorities and transferred to Nevada 
state prison at the Northern Nevada Corrections Center. 



• During his time in Nevada state prison, Garrido teaches a "Street Readiness" program and 
participates in various counseling and group therapy programs. 

• June 29, 1988 Garrido evaluated by psychologist who ultimately finds that Phillip Garrido is an 
above average inmate who is likely to benefit society (i.e. raise a family, work, and not return to 
criminal behavior). This report becomes part of Garrido's record analyzed by the Board of 
Parole Commissioners. 

• July 1988 Nevada Institution Progress Report only references Garrido's prior marijuana 
convictions and finds that "Phillip Garrido is a good candidate for parole at this time. He has 
participated in numerous psychology and drug abuse programs during his incarceration. He has 
continued his programing efforts by teaching a self-image psychology class to the Street 
Readiness Program at this institution." 

• July 21, 1988, the Nevada state Parole Board (made up of two psychiatric professionals) states 
that Phillip Garrido can be "certified as not contributing a menace to health, safety and morals 
of society." (See Attachment ti 9.) 

• Phillip Garrido was paroled from Nevada state prison on August 26, 1988. 

PAROLE BOARD SUPERVISION FAILURES 

• Federal and Nevada state prison officials ultimately paroled Phillip Garrido because they did not 
adequately evaluate how dangerous he really was. Federal and Nevada state prison officials did 
not properly evaluate how dangerous he was because of their over-reliance upon his 
institutional adjustment, his psychiatric evaluations, and because they did not fully evaluate and 
consider facts that were known to law enforcement in 1988. 

• At the time of Phillip Garrido's parole from federal and Nevada state prison in 1988, in addition 
to his 1976 rape of Katie Callaway, law enforcement officials were aware of the following: 

(1) Phillip Garrido was arrested and charged with the rape of a 14 year old in 1972 (In 
1976, as part of their investigation into the Katie Calloway-Hall rape and kidnap, FBI 
officials obtained a copy of the 1972 Antioch rape case, which was dropped because 
Phillip Garrido's attorney told the victim that he would make her out to be a "whore" 
and "slut" in court in front of her parents.) Phillip Garrido's March 8, 1977 Pre- 
Sentencing Report incorrectly stated the allegation as "possible" rape and also 
incorrectly notes that "further investigation by police officers produced no evidence to 
continue proceedings on the rape charge/') Phillip Garrido's August 1, 1977, 
Classification Study by the US DOJ Bureau of Prisons did not mention this case. Phillip 
Garrido's Nevada state parole board (which states that he is a good candidate for 
parole) did not reference this crime when they granted parole. 

(2) Phillip Garrido was arrested and charged in El Dorado County with a June 1976 
kidnap and rape case out of South Lake Tahoe. (In 1976, as part of their investigation 
into the Katie Calloway-Hall rape and kidnap, FBI officials obtained a copy of the June 
1976 South Lake Tahoe rape case, which was improperly dismissed by El Dorado County 
District Attorney's Office in September 1977 because of the mistaken belief that Garrido 
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would serve his life sentence in Nevada, along with his fifty year sentence on Federal 
charges.) Phillip Garrido's March 8, 1977, Pre-Sentencing Report by United States 
District Court Probation notes this pending rape and kidnap case. Phillip Garrido's 
August 1, 1977, Classification Study by the US DOJ Bureau of Prisons incorrectly listed 
this crime as the kidnapping/rape of Katie Callaway. Phillip Garrido's Nevada state 
parole board (which states that he is a good candidate for parole) did not reference this 
crime when they granted parole. 

(3) Phillip Garrido had an attempted rape/kidnap of another woman only 1 hour prior 
to the Katie Calloway-Hall kidnapping. (In 1976, as part of their investigation into the 
Katie Calloway-Hall rape and kidnap, FBI officials obtained a copy of the November 22, 
1976 South Lake Tahoe attempted kidnap/rape case.) Phillip Garrido's March 8, 1977, 
Pre-Sentencing Report by United States District Court Probation and his August 1, 1977, 
Classification Study by the US DOJ Bureau of Prisons did not mention this attempted 
kidnap/rape case. Phillip Garrido's Nevada state parole board (which states that he is a 
good candidate for parole) did not reference this crime when they granted parole. 

(4) Phillip Garrido's admissions at his 1977 jury trial, including: How Garrido 
masturbated in public places, masturbated while looking into homes of women, 
masturbated in front of grammar school and high schools, exposed himself to school 
children, and had rape fantasies. Phillip Garrido's March 8, 1977, Pre-Sentencing Report 
by United States District Court Probation and his August 1, 1977, Classification Study by 
the US DOJ Bureau of Prisons did not mention this information. Phillip Garrido's Nevada 
state parole board (which states that he is a good candidate for parole) did not 
reference this information when they granted parole. 

(5) Katie Callaway's testimony at Phillip Garrido's 1977 trial and statements in the 
police reports, including: That Garrido used handcuffs to restrain her, that Garrido 
nearly talked the responding officer into leaving by stating that Callaway was just his 
girlfriend and they were having a good time, that Garrido had admitted to her that he 
had abducted two other girls, one from the Bay Area and one from Las Vegas. Phillip 
Garrido's March 8, 1977 Pre-Sentencing Report by United States District Court Probation 
and his August 1, 1977 Classification Study by the US DOJ Bureau of Prisons did not 
mention this information. Phillip Garrido's Nevada state parole board (which states that 
he is a good candidate for parole) did not reference this information when they granted 
parole. 

* Ultimately, both federal and Nevada state parole boards gave too much weight to Phillip 
Garrido's institutional adjustment and the psychiatric evaluations concerning his likelihood for 
future dangerousness, and gave little real consideration (or ignored entirely) the true nature and 
extent of his 1976 rape and kidnap of Katie Callaway and his known prior criminal history. (For a 
full analysis of the psychiatric failures in this case, see the "Summary of Failures of the 
Psychiatric Professionals and Their Flawed Analysis of Phillip Garrido" herein below.) 
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FEDERAL PAROLE SUPERVISION FAILURES 

(August 1988 to May 1999) 

On July 7, 2011, United States District Court, Northern District of California, Chief Judge James 
Ware released a December 10, 2010, Confidential Report of the Administrative Office of the United 
States Courts on the federal parole supervision of parolee Phillip Garrido. (This report is attached hereto 
for reference as "Attachment #10.) Given the failures pointed out in the report, it is commendable that 
Judge Ware released this information to the public. Upon review of this report, it appears to be a fairly 
accurate and complete analysis of the federal parole supervision of Phillip Garrido - other than a couple 
of very notable exceptions. 

• Katie CaMawav Hall 

On November 8, 1988 (3 months into Garrido's time at the half-way-house), he is given more 
freedom by his federal parole officer to go home after work instead of back to halfway house. 

On November 18, 1988, the federal parole agent notes that he was contacted by the victim of 
Garrido's 1976 kidnapping/rape (Katie Callaway) who states (according to parole records) that 
she saw him "at her office 1 ' on November 8, 1988 at 4-5 pm. Ultimately, it appears the federal 
parole agent came to the conclusion that it was not Garrido based upon two factors. First, the 
federal parole agent says he checked time cards at Garrido's job showing that he worked till 
3:30 pm and was back at work by 6 pm. And, second, the federal parole agent said that he 
showed Katie a photo of Garrido and she said person in her "office" was not htm. (See 
Attachment HA for reference) 

However, these conclusions and statements in the federal parole documents ignore a few 
important facts, including: 

1. Katie Callaway did not work in an office building. She was a dealer at a casino in Lake 
Tahoe. 

2. Katie Callaway thought Garrido was serving a 50 year federal sentence and a five-to-life 
Nevada state sentence, it is not possible that she knew Garrido was even out of prison 
(let alone, had recently been given new freedoms). The coincidence is so astronomical 
that Katie Callaway's concerns should have been addressed and taken more seriously. 

3. Katie Callaway was shown a photo of Garrido dressed nicely, with a mustache, hair 
combed nicely, and taken from a distance, not a photo that would have shown Garrido 
how he really looked at the time (In reality, in November 1988 Garrido looked more like 
he did in the video of him playing the guitar in the park then he did in any of his prison 
photos. Katie Callaway-Hall says that Garrido "looked like he did in the video, not how 
he did in the photo they showed me.") (See Attachment 7.) 

4. The federal parole agent does not mention that Katie Callaway said that Garrido walked 
up to her at her Castno table and said "Hi Katie, I have not had a drink in 11 years." 



5. Katie Callaway disputes that the incident occurred on November 8, 1988. She says that 
it occurred on a Friday right before Thanksgiving -which was November 18, 1988. 

6. Further, the federal parole agent failed to conduct any real investigation himself, relying 
upon someone else to review time cards (which could be easily altered or punched by 
another person - even if the parole agent had accurately identified the incident date). 

All of these facts lead to no other conclusion - the federal parote agent handling Phillip 
Garrido when he was released from prison was utterly incompetent. It is unbelievable that the 
parole agent got information on November 18, 1988, that Phillip Garrido had contacted his prior 
rape/kidnap victim Katie Callaway, right after obtaining new freedoms from the haif-way-house, 
and the very next day on November 19, 1988, nine year old girf Micaela Garecht is abducted - 
and the Parole Agent does not even bother to subject Phillip Garrido to any scrutiny. One only 
needs to look at the composite sketch of the suspect in the Micaela Garecht kidnapping and 
compare it to Garrido's prison booking photo to see a similarity that should have been explored 
by his parole agent (and the investigators the parole agent failed to notify). (See Attachment U 
5) The incompetence of the parole agent is clearly evidenced by reviewing the federaf parole 
records from November 19, 1988, where he notes that "to subject (Phillip Garrido] to electronic 
monitoring would be too much of a hassle based on the hysteria, or concerns of the victim. ." 
This statement conclusively proves that the federal parole agent's judgment and credibility is far 
outweighed by Katie Callaway- who should have been believed. Further, the fact that the 
parole agent makes these asinine comments on the same day that Michaela Garecht is abducted 
is astounding. 

• Federal Parole Should Have Uncovered the Presence of Jaycee Lee Dugard . 

On page 2 of the December 10, 2010 report by the Administrative Office of the United States 
Courts makes the unbelievable assertion that , "While the level of federal supervision was 
clearly substandard, there is no evidence the federal probation officer would have uncovered 
the presence of Jaycee Dugard and her children even if the probation officer had conducted a 
search of the premises." Based upon our review of the evidence in this case, nothing could be 
further from the truth. Had federal probation done their job, then: 

1. On October 14, 1988, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when federal parole 
agent and halfway-house ECI counselor "agreed that subject is considered to be a time 
bomb." 

2. On November 18, 1988, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when he contacted 
his former rape/kidnapping victim Katie Calfoway. 

3. On November 19, 1988, Garrido should have become a suspect in the Micaela Garecht 
case - who was abducted from market in Hayward, CA (only 20 mifes south of Garrido 
halfway house rn Oakland). 
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4. On December 13, 1988, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Phillip 
Garrido's clinical psychologist states that Garrido is "I ike a pot boiling with no outlet 
valve." 

5. On July 18, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when the parole officer 
noted that Garrido was taking prescription drugs without a prescription and that "This 
officer is concerned that subject may be obtaining unprescribed [sic] medications at the 
nursing home where he is employed." 

6. On August 1, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when his federal parole 
agent noted that Garrido was "(b)elieved to be self-medicating/' 

7. On August 25, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when his federal parole 
agent noted that Garrido's urine specimen was "almost water." 

8. On September 5, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when his federal 
parole agent noted that Garrido's urine test results indicate that specimen may have 
been diluted. 

9. On September 20, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when his federal 
parole agent noted that "flushing suspected" regarding Garrido urine samples. 

10. On September 22, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido's 
urine tested positive for speed. 

11. On September 25, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido's 
urine tested positive for methamphetamine. (Federal parole records do not even show 
this positive test.) 

12. On September 26, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when his federal 
parole agent noted that he was advised of "charges of sexual harassment" at Garrido's 
workplace. 

13. On September 28, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido's 
employer informed federal parole agent of three incidents where Garrido approached 
female employees about going out with him. All the females stated that they were very 
nervous in Garrido's company and all refused his advances. 

14. On October 5, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido told 
parole agent he has been "using speed for about a month... and used pot since his 
release from ECI... .admitted flushing." 

15. On October 10, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido tested 
positive for speed, 

16. On October 13, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido tested 
positive for amphetamines. (Federal parole records do not even show this positive test.) 

17. On November 9, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido tested 
positive for methamphetamine. (Federal parole records do not even show this positive 
test.) 

18. On November 13, 1989, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido 
tested positive for methamphetamine. (Federal parole records do not even show this 
positive test.) 
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19. On January 12, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when one of Garrido's 
co-workers at nursing home quit her job "due to Phillip's attention." 

20. On February 5, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido missed 
appointment with parole agent. 

21. On February 20, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido's 
counselor informed federal parole agent that Garrido's urine test was "watered down." 

22. From February 21 to July 10, 1990, federal parole agents should have made contact with 
Garrido during this 5 month period. 

23. On February 26, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido 
submitted a watered down urine sample. (Federal parole records do not show this 
incident.) 

24. On July 5, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido submitted a 
watered down urine sample. (Federal parole records do not show this incident.) 

25. On JuJy 20, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido submitted a 
watered down urine sample. (Federal parole records do not show this incident.) 

26. On July 26, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido submitted a 
watered down urine sample. (Federal parole records do not show this incident.) 

27. On August 6, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido tested 
positive for speed. (Garrido tells his counselor and parole agent that "someone spiked 
his drink." Garrido's counselor "feels that subj [sic] was telling the truth in his denial of 
knowingly using drugs.") 

28. On August 16, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido 
submitted a watered down urine sample. (Federal parole records do not show this 
incident.) 

29. On August 20, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido 
submitted a watered down urine sample. (Federal parole records do not show this 
incident.) 

30. August 22, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido tells federal 
parole agent that Garrido "did take drugs at the party,./' 

31. On September 6, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido 
submitted a watered down urine sample. (Federal parole records do not show this 
incident.) 

32. On September 10, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido 
submitted a watered down urine sample. (Federal parole records do not show this 
incident.) 

33. On September 20, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido 
submitted a watered down urine sample. (Federal parole records do not show this 
incident.) 

34. On November 2, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when federal parole 
agent was informed that Garrido no longer working at nursing home and that 
employees have reported that Garrido has contacted them looking for connections to 
purchase drugs. 



35. On October 4, 1990, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido 
submitted a watered down urine sample, (Federal parole records do not show this 
incident.) 

36. On January 30, 1991, Garrido's parole agent should have stepped up his supervision of 
Garrido when he noted that he met with Garrido and that he "did not seem honest, It 
was almost as if he was putting on an act." 

37. On February 15, 1991, Garrido's parole agent should have stepped up his supervision of 
Garrido when he noted that he met with Garrido and his wife stating, "This is a strange 
couple. I have an uneasy feeling with this guy. Everything he says seems to be an act." 

38. May 15, 1991, the Garrido parole agent visited the Garrido's recording studio, noting 
"[t]hey took me on a tour of the place, showing his cording [sic] studio which although 
small is very well equipped/' (Note: this is the same recording studio that Garrido used 
to lock up Jaycee Dugard for over a year.) 

39. On June 10, 1991, Garrido parole agent should have notified South Lake Tahoe 
investigators and the FBI that his parolee Phillip Garrido is a repeat kidnapper and rapist 
with several prior victims in South Lake Tahoe. 

40. On December 13, 1991, when conducting a very brief home visit of the Garrido 
residence, should have conducted a search of the residence including the recording 
studio which he had seen back on his May 15, 1991, visit. Further, the federal parole 
agent should also have questioned Garrido as to why the kidnap car (parked at the 
Garrido residence from June 10, 1991 until August 2009) was not listed as one of 
Garrido's vehicles on the "Supervision Report" filled out by Garrido on a monthly basis. 

41. On February 10, 1993, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when Garrido failed 
to show up for appointment with parole agent. 

42. April 1, 1993, Phillip Garrido is arrested for violation of parole. 

43. On April 14, 1993, federal parole agent sends recommendation to US District Court that 
the parole revocation charges against Mr. Garrido are "basically technical violations" 
and that Garrido's recent incarceration has "had a powerful and positive impact" on 
him. Moreover, the federal parole agent recommended "that the parolee be released 
back to the community at the earliest possible time, and place on electronic monitoring 
as an appropriate sanction " (See Attachment fill) 

44. On April 30, 1993, Phillip Garrido was released from his one month in custody. Within 
less than one week of his release from custody, Phillip and Nancy Garrido videotaped a 
young 5 year old girl in the back of their van. Nancy Garrido admitted that the taping 
was done for Phillip Garrido's sexual needs and admitted that several other girls had 
also been in the back of their van. (See digital media Attachment ti 12 re park video, van 
video and portions of Nancy Garrido interview.) 

45. On July 28, 1993, Garrido's parole should have been revoked when his federal parole 
agent notes that Garrido provided a "cold and appeared to be altered sample" for his 
drug test. Agent also notes in pertinent part that Garrido "may be using illegal 
substance as well.... Potential danger in the community is high." 



46. On August 11, 1993, Garrido's parole should have been violated when his federal parole 
agent informed that Garrido had a positive test for methamphetamine from his July 
test. The parole agent notes that he needs to "review the subject's drug aftercare 
condition and see if the defendant has tested positively previously." (The agent should 
have easily noted that here were at least 11 prior instances of either positive tests, 
illegal use of prescription drugs, or attempts to alter tests by flushing or watering down. 
And, Garrido admitted in 1989 to using marijuana since his release, using speed, and 
flushing,) 

47. From September 11, 1993 to March 10, 1994, Garrido's federal parole agent should 
have contacted Garrido during this 6 month period, 

48. On March 16, 1994, Garrido's federal parole agent should not have reported that, 
"There have been no problems reported since August 1993..." (As it is hard to find 
problems with Garrido's conduct if you have had no contact with Garrido for past 6 
months.) 

49. July 29, 1994, the supervisor of Garrido's federal parole agent should have reviewed the 
file more closely to see that the parole agent was not doing a good job. If the supervisor 
had been doing her job then she would not have noted, "Good job for P.O. in 
monitoring Defendant and treatment. Tough case!" (Only one month later, 14 year old 
Jaycee Lee Dugard gave birth to first child fathered by Garrido.) 

50. May 4, 1995, the parole agent conducted the first home visit of Phillip Garrido in over 3 
and a half years. Had the federal parole agents been doing their job and searching the 
residence (and the recording studio they were aware of) then they would have found 
Jaycee Lee Dugard imprisoned in the back yard. 

51. On September 25, 1995, federal parole agent should not have relied upon Garrido 
counselor who stated that she does not feel that Garrido is a danger to society and that 
he no longer needs her counseling services. 

52. From November 13, 1996 to May 29 1996, Garrido federal parole agent should have 
contacted Garrido during this 6 month period. 

53. On May 30, 1997, federal parole agent conducts the first home visit in over 1 Vi years. 
Had the federal parole agents been doing their job and searching the residence (and the 
recording studio they were aware of), then they would have found Jaycee Lee Dugard 
imprisoned in the back yard, pregnant with her 2 nd child. 

54. From May 31, 1997 to November 15, 1998, Garrido federal parole agent should have 
contacted Garrido during this 5 month period. 

55. On November 16, 1997, federal parole agent should not have relied upon Garrido 
psychiatrist who stated that he has been treating Garrido since September 1993 and 
that Garrido's "prognosis is excellent,... I do not suspect he will ever be at risk for 
violence. ." (On November 13, 1997, 17 year old Jaycee Lee Dugard gave birth to her 
second child fathered by Garrido.) 

56. From November 17, 1997 to August 26, 1998, Garrido federal parole agent should have 
contacted Garrido during this 9 month period. 
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57. On November 17, 1998, Garrido federal parole agents should have searched the Garrido 
residence to look for the Antioch kidnapping/murder victim, 15 year old Lisa Norrell, 

58. From November 19 to May 3, 1999, Garrido federal parole agent should have contacted 
Garrido during this 5 month period. 

59. On May 3, 1999, federal parole agent should not have terminated Garrido's parole 
supervision, and federal parole agents should have conducted more than 10 home visits 
in 1 1 years of federal parole supervision. 

NEVADA PAROLE 

The State of Nevada Division of Parole and Probation never directly supervised Phillip Garrido. 
Over the years, they received updates on Garrido's status while in federal prison, status while on federal 
parole, and status updates while on CDCR parole supervision. When Phillip Garrido's federal parole 
supervision ended in 1999, and prior to CDCR parole supervision (there was about a 3 month lapse), he 
tried to convince Nevada State parole to end supervision and parole altogether, Garrido sent them a 
letter and included his glowing 1997 evaluation and prognosis from one of his psychiatrists. It is clear 
that from Nevada state parole's perspective Garrido had "positive parole performance" and that he "has 
managed to change his behavior. (See Attachment #13 for reference.) 

CDCR PAROLE SUPERVISION 

(May 1999 to August 2009) 

In November 2009, the California Office of Inspector General prepared a special report on the 
California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation's Supervision of Parolee Phillip Garrido. (This 
report is attached hereto for reference as "Attachment 14.) Upon review of this report, it appears to 
be a fairly accurate and complete analysis of the CDCR parole supervision of Phillip Garrido. (A video of 
a CDCR parole agent conducting a search of the Garrido residence in 2008 was previously released by 
the El Dorado County District Attorney's Office and is attached to this report as Attachment 012) 

SUMMARY OF FAILURES OF THE PSYCHIATRICT PROFESSIONALS 

AND THEIR FLAWED ANALYSIS OF PHILLIP GARRIDO 

♦ During Phillip Garrido's 1977 jury trial for the kidnapping and rape of Katie Callaway, psychiatrist 
Charles Kuhn testified, on Garrido's behalf, that he thought Garrido "did not have adequate 
control to conform his behavior" and that because of a mental disease or defect he lacked the 
substantial capacity to conform his conduct to the requirements of the law. If the jury had 
believed this testimony, it would have meant that Garrido would have been legally insane and 
he would not have been sentenced to prison at all. Dr. Kuhn claimed that Garrido suffered from 
"impulse neurosis" and a mental disorder of "sexual perversion." Shockingly, Dr. Kuhn stated 
that the other bad acts by Garrido, specifically including the attempted kidnap and rape one 
hour prior, would have no influence over his opinions whatsoever. 
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• Only one year after being sentenced to 50 years in Federal Court and five-to-life in Nevada State 
Court, Garrido was evaluated by Dr. J.B. Kiehlbauch who was clearly very impressed by Garrido. 
(See Attachment #2 for reference). The report of Dr. Kiehlbauch was part of 3 1978 motion by 
Garrido to reduce his prison sentence. Garrido included a handwritten letter to the Court, 
stating: "In 1969 marijuana was reaching out to the rural area in Calif/' (note that it is the drugs 
coming to Garrido and not the other way around}; "The drugs would bring more asocation [sic] 
and in turn more contact with drugs" (once again it is the drugs that made him do more drugs, 
not his choice or his fault); "Slowly it began to take me to another style of living and thinking" 
(it, the drugs, took him - not his fault... not his choice); "On my own I have been seeing Dr. 
Kiehlbauch of Men. Health... In all respects my life has changed... Drugs have been my down fall. 

But my future is now in control" (This is the classic manipulation by Garrido - say the right 
things, blame the drugs, then says that his life has changed.) In Dr. Kiehlbauch's report, he 
noted: "Highly significant is Mr. Garrido's record of accomplishment in training, education, and 
treatment since his arrival here in September 1977. ... The incomplete Sentences Test reflects 
Mr. Garrido as a sensitive young man who is deeply committed religiously and goal oriented in 
management of life problems and aims. ... all indications are that he is conducting his affairs in 
accord with the principles implied therein. ... [he] appears to have reoriented his life 
dramatically from the derogatory pattern which characterized him earlier. ...he has been able to 
sublimate impulses quit well, and depth of control is sufficient to sustain him here or in the free 
societal situation. ... All things considered, then, this examiner recommends... a 
recommendation that he be paroled..." Dr. Kiehbauch's recommended parole for Phillip 
Garrido after only one year in prison is the perfect example of why psychiatrist opinions should 
be permanently devalued (or eliminated entirely) in the criminal justice system. This report 
becomes part of Garrido's record analyzed by the Board of Parole Commissioners. 

• February 14, 1986, psychological evaluation notes that "Mr. Garrido does not evidence 
ingrained pattern of criminal behavior nor is he presently displaying signs of serious emotional 
disorder. His past criminal activity appears to have derived more from poor coping skills and 
associated drug involvement rather than from a desire to harm others." (I am sure all of 
Garrido's past victims would strongly disagree that his rape and kidnap of them was due to poor 
coping skills.) it was also stated, less than 9 years Into prison sentence, that "...Mr. Garrido may 
very well be an appropriate candidate for parole- This report becomes part of Garrido's record 
analyzed by the Board of Parole Commissioners. 

• June 29, 1988, Garrido was evaluated by psychologist who ultimately finds that Phillip Garrido is 
an above average inmate who is likely to benefit society (i.e. raise a family, work, and not return 
to criminal behavior). This report becomes part of Garrido record analyzed the Board of Parole 
Commissioners. 

• July 1988, Nevada Institution Progress Report only references Garrido's prior marijuana 
convictions and finds that "Phillip Garrido is a good candidate for parole at this time. He has 
participated in numerous psychology and drug abuse programs during his incarceration. He has 
continued his programing efforts by teaching a self-image psychology class to the Street 
Readiness Program at this institution." 
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• July 21, 1988, the Nevada Parole Board (made up of two psychiatric professionals) states that 
Phillip Garrido can be "certified as not contributing a menace to health, safety and morals of 
society." 

• March 1989 until September 1995, Garrido sees the same marriage and family counselor, up to 
eight times a month for over six years. Garrido continues to see this counselor, who repeatedly 
makes excuses for his drug use and behavior and provides a multitude of ongoing positive 
evaluations for years after the June 1991 kidnapping and imprisonment of Jaycee Lee Dugard. 

• October 1989, psychological report notes that Garrido "could easily be mistaken, at first glance, 
for a Contra Costa County yuppie." 

• June 7, and June 14, 1991, (right before and after the kidnapping of Jaycee Lee Dugard) 
counselor notes that Garrido's relationship with his wife is becoming more balanced in a way 
that is satisfying to both Garrido and his spouse. 

• July 1991, Garrido has three meetings with his counselor, who states that Garrido's relationship 
with his wife "is growing and changing in a healthy manner." 

• September 1991, three meetings with counselor who states that Garrido is doing well and 
appears stable. 

• October 1991, three meetings with counselor who states that Garrido appears stable and 
general prognosis can be considered good. 

• November 1991, two meetings with counselor who states that Garrido continues to do well. 

• December 1991, meeting with counselor who states that Garrido continues to do well. 

• January 1991, meeting with counselor who states that Garrido appears fairly stable at this point 
in time. 

• February 1992, two meetings with counselor who states that Garrido's relationship with his wife 
seems stable. 

• April 30, 1993, meeting with counselor who notes that Garrido's "[prognosis for remaining 
crime free continues to be good/' (Less than one week later, Phillip and Nancy Garrido 
videotape a young S-year-old girl in the back of their van. Nancy Garrido admitted that the 
taping was done for Phillip Garrido's sexual needs and admitted that several other girls had also 
been in the back of their van on other occasions.) (See Attachment W 12.) 

• September 1993, Garrido begins sessions with another psychologist who he continues to see for 
16 years until 2009, who gave a multitude of ongoing positive evaluations for years during the 
imprisonment of Jaycee Lee Dugard. 

• October 1993, five meetings with counselor who states that Garrido's "prognosis is good/' 

• November 1993, four meetings with counselor who states that Garrido's "Relationship and 
home environment are stable... Prognosis is good/' 

• December 1993, four meetings with counselor who states that Garrido's relationship with his 
wife "remains supportive and strong... Prognosis is good/' 

• January 1994, four meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "appears to be doing 
well..." 

• February 1994, three meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "had a fairly stable 
month." 
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• March 1994, four meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "continues to do well... No 
desire seems evident nor has there been any indication of use for approximately one year/' (It 
was later learned that Phillip Garrido would wear a fake penis and use warm Mountain Dew to 
fool the urine tests conducted with this counselor,) 

• April 1994, five meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "prognosis is good." 

• May 1994, four meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "|c)ontinues to look good and 
appears to be stable at this time... Prognosis is good." 

• June 1994, four meetings with counselor who states that Garrido's "[prognosis is good/' 

• July 1994, four meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "continues to make slow steady 
improvement. ..Prognosis is good." 

• August 1994, four meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "appears to be generally 
doing well." (This is the month that 14 year old Jaycee Lee Dugard gave birth to first child 
fathered by Garrido.) 

• September 1994, four meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "continues to do 
well... Prognosis remains good." 

• October 1994, three meetings with counselor who states that "client is looking very stable... 
Prognosis is good/' 

• November 1994, two meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "appears stable... clients 
behavior has changed in a positive and clearly demonstrable way over the past couple of 
months... Prognosis is good." 

• December 1994, two meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "was clearly 
stable. ..Prognosis is good." 

• January 1995, three meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "[prognosis is good." 

• February 1995, one meeting with counselor who states that Garrido "continues to appear stable 
at this time." 

• March 1995, three meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "continues to do 
well. ..appears stable... Prognosis remains good." 

• April 1995, one meeting with counselor who states that Garrido "continues to be functioning in 
a stable manner... Prognosis is good/' 

• March 1995, three meeting with counselor who states that Garrido "continues to do 
well-Relationship (with wife] remains strong and stable." 

• June 1995, two meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "continues to do well... 
Prognosis is good." 

• July 1995, two meetings with counselor who states that Garrido "clearly appears more stable at 
this time... Recommend decreasing sessions to one time per month." 

• August 1995, one meeting with counselor who states that Garrido "appears 

stable... [relationship continues to be strong... [r)ecommend one additional session over the 
next month leading to treatment termination. Prognosis can be considered to be good." 

• September 1995, one meeting with counselor who states "[g]tven clients length of time in 
treatment, prognosis for long-term progress can be considered good." 
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• November 13, 1997, Garrido psychiatrist (who he saw from 1993 to 2009) states that Garrido's 
"response to treatment is excellent. His prognosis is excellent... I do not suspect he will ever be 
at risk for violence/' (Coincidentally, on November 13, 1997, 17 year old Jaycee Lee Dugard 
gave birth to her second child fathered by Garrido.) This report by the psychiatrist on November 
13, 1997, appears to be one of the reasons that Garrido was released off Federal Parole in 1999. 
This psychiatrist continued to see Garrido for the next 12 years, giving him positive reports and 
never having a clue that Garrido had Jaycee Lee Dugard and her two children imprisoned in the 
back yard- 

• On September 25, 2010, counsel for Defendant Phillip Garrido declared a doubt as to her client's 
competency and El Dorado County Superior Court, Department 1, suspended proceedings, This 
declaration of doubt was based in part upon a psychiatrist evaluation that Phillip Garrido was 
incompetent (that he did not understand the nature of the proceedings and could not assist his 
counsel in his own defense.) This psychiatric opinion that Garrido was incompetent, showed 
that even in 2010 Garrido could still manipulate the system and manipulate (at least some) in 
the psychiatric profession. The psychiatrist's opinion asserting Garrido was incompetent did not 
change even though he was made aware of the following information which was provided to 
him by the El Dorado County District Attorney's Office: 

1. The psychiatrist was provided information about the fact that when the Garrido home 
was searched in August of 2009, they found a 2005 newspaper article detailing the 
Elizabeth Smart kidnapper's recent declaration of a doubt. This clearly showed 
Garrido's plan to manipulate the legal system. (See Attachment # 15.) 

2. The psychiatrist was provided information about Garrido's 1972 rape and kidnap case, 
the June 1976 rape and kidnap case, the November 1976 attempted rape and kidnap 
case, and all the details of the November 1976 kidnap and rape of Katie Callaway-Hall. 

3. The psychiatrist was provided information about Garrido's 1977 trial for the rape and 
kidnap of Katie Calloway and all the information about his attempted manipulation of 
the system in that case. 

4. The psychiatrist was provided all relevant records regarding Phillip Garrido's prior 
Federal prison term, federal parole supervision, CDCR parole supervision, and every 
psychiatric report available to the prosecution regarding Phillip Garrido. 

5. The psychiatrist was also provided information that while serving his prison term, 
Defendant Phillip Garrido learned about the teachings of psycho-cybernetics, (which 
appeared oddly similar to Garrido's recent writings), as well as a book on psycho- 
cybernetics highlighted by Phillip Garrido. 

6. The psychiatrist was also provided information that the El Dorado County Jail employees 
stated that they all believe that Defendant Garrido is "putting on an act/' 

7. The psychiatrist was also provided information about a handwritten note from 
Defendant Nancy Garrido that states an apparent four part plan that includes 
clarification of "how they rape Allissa"...and to "[l]ay out case of schizophrenia." 



Nevertheless, even after all of this information was provided to the psychiatrist, Garrido was still 
able to fool him and appear incompetent. Again and again and again Phillip Garrido manipulated the 
legal system and the psychiatric professionals within that system. Many times, the psychiatric 
evaluations are flawed because they are not objective and rely upon the words and conduct of a 
prisoner who has a motive to lie. The oversight of the psychiatrist and manipulation by Garrido are just 
examples of the limits of psychiatry in the criminal justice system. Far too often, these psychiatric 
reports are taken as gospel, and overly relied upon by parole boards (and many others in the criminal 
justice system). Phillip Garrido is just one glaring example. 

SUGGESTED CHANGES 

THE CURRENT STATE OF THE LAW 

PAROLE SUITABILITY HEARINGS FOR PRISONERS SENTENCED TO LIFE 

TODAY: THE RULE IS RELEASE 

Currently, Penal Code section 3041(b) requires that the Board of Parole Hearings "shall set a 
release date unless it determines that the gravity of the current convicted offense or offenses, or the 
timing and gravity of current or past convicted offense or offenses, is such that consideration of the 
public safety requires a more lengthy period of incarceration for this individual/' [Emphasis added.) The 
Board of Parole Hearings [hereinafter "board"] considers factors laid out in Title 15 CaL Code Reg. 
section 2402 in making the determination of the prisoner's suitability for parole. However, the courts 
have established that "release on parole is the rule, rather than the exception. [In re Rodriguez (2011) 
193 Cal.App.4th 85, 92, citing In re Lawrence (2008) 44 CaUth 1181, 1204.) 

Section 2402, subdivision (a) of the Cal. Code of Regulations specifically provides that the panel 
"shall" first determine whether the prisoner is suitable for parole, but notes that a prisoner shall be 
found unsuitable for parole if the panel finds that the prisoner would pose an unreasonable risk of 
danger to society if released on parole. Section 2404, subdivision (b) lists information that may be 
considered by the board in reaching its decision, including in pertinent part: "shall include the 
circumstances of the prisoner's social history; past and present mental state; past criminal history/ 
including involvement in other criminal misconduct which is reliably documented; the base and other 
commitment offenses, including behavior before, during and after the crime; past and present attitude 
toward the crime; any conditions of treatment or control, including the use of special conditions under 
which the prisoner may safely be released to the community; and any other information which bears on 
the prisoner's suitability for release/' Subsection (c) of Section 2402 provide in relevant part the 
circumstances that the board may consider that would tend to demonstrate that a prisoner was 
unsuitable for parole, including the commitment offense. 

Although the language in section 2402, subdivisions (b) and (c) lists the commitment offense as 
a factor to be considered in the determination of parole suitability, the courts have interpreted how the 
board may consider it in reaching its decision on suitability. In August 2008, the California Supreme 
Court decided In re Lawrence, supra, 44 Cal.4th 1181. In the Lawrence case the court restricted the 



board's ability to consider the commitment offense by finding that the Board may not base a parole 
denial solely upon the circumstances of the offense, orother immutable facts, unless those facts 
support the ultimate conclusion that the inmate continues to pose an unreasonable risk of safety if 
released on parole. (Id. at p. 1221.) 

Notwithstanding this rather detailed statutory and regulatory framework, parole release 
decisions are essentially discretionary. The decision is the Board's attempt to predict, by subjective 
analysis, the inmate's suitability for release on parole. (In re Criscione (2009) 180 Cal.App.4th 1446, 
1457, citing In re Rosenkrontz (2002) 29 Cal.4th 616, 655,) Such a prediction requires analysis of 
individualized factors on a case-by-case basis and the Board's discretion in that regard is almost 
unlimited. (Ibid.) 

The discretionary nature of parole hearings, coupled with the Courts' restrictions on the 
consideration of the commitment offense, has on numerous occasions resulted in the release of an 
inmate who still posed a danger to society and who should have remained incarcerated. 

SUGGESTED CHANGES TO THE PAROLE SUITABLILTY REGULATIONS 

THE RULE SHOULD NOT BE RELEASE 

THE RULE SHOULD BE TO PROTECT THE PUBLIC 

In an effort to prevent the further release of life prisoners who still pose an unreasonable risk to 
the safety of the public, changes must be made to the statutes and regulations governing these parole 
suitability hearings. These changes are necessary to protect the public and continue to provide justice 
to the victims of the crimes for which these prisoners were given a life sentence. The rule is release ~ 
and, this rule must change. 

Since the Lawrence ruling in 2008, the number of parole grants from 2008 to 2010 is more than 
all the parole grants from 1980 to 2004. Astonishingly, over the last 32 years, 42% of all parole grants 
have occurred since 2008 (See Attachment &16.) 

To begin with, the language in Penal Code section 3041, subdivision (b) currently provides that a 
prisoner shall be granted parole, unless it can be shown that public safety requires a lengthier sentence. 
This presumption for parole creates the first misstep in the protection of the public. The prisoner has 
been sentenced to a life term, but given a possibility for parole. This does not provide a right to parole, 
but merely an opportunity. As such, it follows that the presumption would be for a life sentence, unless 
the prisoner can demonstrate that public safety will not be affected by his or her early release. This 
places the burden on the prisoner to show why release is appropriate, rather than on the victims and 
the People of the State of California to once again show why this individual is dangerous to the public. 

In addition, the language in the statutes and regulations should once again direct the board to 
consider the commitment offense itself in determining the suitability for parole. In the aftermath of in 
re Lawrence, supra, 44 Cal.4th 1181, the court has repeatedly held that the "immutable" facts of the 
commitment offense are not appropriate to consider unless used in determining current dangerousness. 

» ) 



However, what could be a more appropriate consideration for future dangerousness to the public than 
looking at what an individual has already done while out in society. Instead, the court directs the board 
to look at the prisoner's institutional behavior; behavior which has no bearing on how a prisoner will 
behave outside the highly structured and regulated prison walls. To correct this error, the language in 
section 2402 should reflect the unequal significance of these two factors. A board should be allowed to 
give more weight to the demonstrated behavior in the society to which the prisoner will be returned, 
rather than that behavior in prison that has been constantly monitored, regulated and structured. 

Further, the board should be directed not to continue to utilize the prisoner's own version of the 
commitment offense as the "facts" of what occurred for the life crime. The board must be directed to 
utilize a reliable source such as police reports or probation officer reports. Currently it is the inmate's 
version that is read and re-read into the record and considered to be a reliable representation of the 
commitment offense. These versions are seldom reliable and often self-serving. Moreover, the official 
record should consider and reflect the multiple versions that the inmate has given throughout the 
parole hearings held. 

Finally, the board currently considers the past and present mental state of the prisoner. In most 
cases this is received in the form of psychiatric evaluations done periodically with the prisoner. Most 
evaluations are approximately an hour in length and assess the potential risk for future dangerousness. 
The board often places substantial weight on these evaluations. However, this substantial weight is 
misplaced. Much of the evaluation is based on the prisoner's own version of the commitment offense 
and upon the prisoner's self-reported history. Again, these are more often than not unreliable. Instead, 
the board must be directed to give these evaluations less weight than the commitment offense, because 
again the most reliable prediction of the future behavior of the inmate is that which brought them to 
prison. Should these psychiatric evaluations continue to be conducted, however, they should be given 
less weight in determining parole suitability than more reliable determination of behavior, such as the 
commitment offense. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The Phillip Garrido case exposed many of the problems and failures of law enforcement. It 
would be easy to try to ignore these failures and problems as just an example of one bad, unfortunate 
situation. But, one must remember that up until August 25, 2009, Phillip Garrido a complete success 
story of a reformed criminal. His case has exposed many of the problems in the criminal justice system. 
Fortunately, there have been many significant and important changes in the law that have provided a 
major step in the direction necessary to correct the mistakes that were so evident with the Phillip 
Garrido case. And, as noted above, both federal and state parole have each stated an interest and 
commitment to making fundamental changes in their respective parole supervision systems. 

The El Dorado County District Attorney's Office, along with the El Dorado County Sheriffs Office, 
has made every effort to obtain an accurate picture of Phillip Garrido and have found mountains of 
evidence to prove that he is a dangerous sexual predator. The crimes committed by Phillip Garrido 
against known victims are extensive. But, we have to ask ourselves - what is the likelihood that law 



enforcement caught Garrido in the only five kidnap and rape crimes/attempts he has ever committed? 
In his interview with El Dorado County Sheriffs Detectives Phillip Garrido alluded to many additional 
crimes that may never be solved. The terrifying reality is that we are only looking at the tip of the 
iceberg with Phillip Garrido. 

Even though some fundamental reforms have already been instituted, it is clear that more 
changes need to be made. The fact is that under the current system, a criminal like Philfip Garrido 
would still be evaluated by a dysfunctional process that could lead to his release. If Phillip Garrido faced 
parole under the California Parole system today, they would evaluate him under a flawed system that: 
(1) Puts the burden upon the parole board to prove dangerousness; (2) overvalues institutional 
adjustment and psychiatric evaluations; and, (3) gives little real consideration or weight to the 
circumstances of the offense and the inmate's reliable past criminal history. Garrido would be 
evaluated under a system that even in 2011 still rated him a " Mode rate- Low" risk category, even after 
he kidnapped and imprisoned an 11 year old girl for 18 years. Today, the rule is release. That rule needs 
to be changed. Protection of society should be the rule. Modification of the parole review process is 
the first step of many that needs to be taken to ensure that our society is protected from sexual 
predators Jike Phillip Garrido and other violent criminals like him, 
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The on)y current sequel to the prolonged and extensive drug use noted is a series of 
"flashback" experiences involving feelings of depersonalization and mild haJtuci- 
nations. These fire diminishing boih in frequency end severity over lime, end any 
organic effects which resulted from the drug use seem lo be in a positive reversal 
process. The instant interviews reveal no indication of a funelionnJUy psychotic 
state, past or current, or of debilitating organic syndrome activity. 

TESTS ADMINISTERED: The Wechsler Adult Intelligence Scale, Minnesota Multi- 
phasic Personality Invent ory» Bender Motor Gcstaft Test, Rolter ^complete 
Sentences Blank, Thematic Apperception Test, Rorschach Psychodiognostie Instru- 
ment, and Mental Status Examination. 

TEST RESULTS: Testing revebis an Intelligence quotient at the upper end of the 
average range (numer leally, 110) for Mr. Garrido. Tl>is impresses as consistent with 
his verbeliza lions and mannerisms, though ft seems likely that his funtriionel 
Intelligence i$ progressively improving with his recovery from drug ef/ects and with 
progression in educations] pursuits. 

The Minnesota Multiphasic Personality inventory shows HJ clinicaJ scales within 
normal limits (two standard deviations beyond the mean> for Mr. Garrido. The 
validity scales show an elevation on L (tie scale), items from which were 
specifically discussed with him and reconciled satisfactorily for their significance 
to him. Tn addition, 12 omissions in the protocol were discussed and their 
significance resolved Ln such a fashion as to reflect not only a healthy outcome, but 
a comparatively healthy approach to the overall testing circumstance. 

The Bender Motor Gestalt Test, administered due to presumptive organiclty, 
produces a non-remarkable oulcome from the standpoint of the likelihood of 
organic brain syndrome activity. Considerable dependency was reflected In this 
testing approach with the psychology intern administrator, and direction of octivily 
A/id approval seeking behaviors were o strongly recurrent phenomena. The protocol 
reflected careful attention to detail and manner of presentation without significant 
derogatory indicators. 

The Incomplete Sentences Test reflects Mr, Garrido as a sensitive young man who 
is deeply committed religiously and go&j oriented in management of life problems 
and aims. Suggested is a driven Quality to his commitment, that is, when he 
commits to a cause or purpose, he Lends to approach it with extreme zeaj and 
diligence, so might appear personally rigid or even compulsive in many of his 
pursuits. Appropriate degrees of secondary nftrcisism and considerable conflict 
with regard to his current marital situation ore also clear in the responses to itoms. 

The Thematic Apperception Tes( buttresses fhesc observations, reflecting a strong 
identification with stimuli, heavy retiance on symbolic aspects of the pictured 
situations presented, and an active imagination but tentative approach to story 
coftst ruction. Invitations to hostile interpretation were avoided or dealt wjih 
secondarily by Mr. Garrido, reflecting his characteristic tendency to exorcise the 
deUnses of denial and negation in areas of hostile sensation or expression. Even 
with those Items that fmpoctcd him emotionally, he showed a good ability Jo 
reconstitute and reconstrue situations so as to matte them palatable in expression 
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v ._ f -ir.^ t visit with wife Nancy. He 
■ of complete compliance ihat did not 
see. honest. It was almost as fcf jj^^iff^^ 
Says he has no problems * f^^: told 
grand pl3n to embark on a seminar making career, 
him X wanted to see h im on weekly basis. JJL 



■P.O/V. Subj . came i 
it back i n t Line t. 
T/C. Barbara Major 



was out to court and didn't rnake 




upset that 

as 
to 

«s a strar.qe couple. 
I have an uneasy reeling with this guy. Everything ne 
says seems to be a act. I'll need to see him at home. J^L 
T. Can't make - *- JM^IlAJJBiMJri^^ 
back next week. 



P.O/V. r-a 
thought t 
the.Tp 

that thi 
every two weeks 
wife is almost 



P.O/V. Cam 

sub j ♦ mat 



T/C. Spoke. 

Reports for 
have su 




wasn't in the office so 



■• - H' - ' 



Sub], seems to t 
.rected and no regent 



X , subj says things are going great. He's anxious for roe 
to make a home visit 50 he can show me what he's up to. 
He reports no problems. I told nim I might be able to qet 
out to his home w/in two weeks. If not, he's to cal 
on may 5th. JUL 




T, Subj . called. Left message. 
T. To subj . Set up appt. at his home next w& 



p.H/V. Met w/ subj. 2nd his wife at their home. They 
seemed ok when I got there but as soon as he begin to 
talk about his recently deceased grandmother he broke 
down and cried uncontrollably. Just as quickly, he 
composed himself and went on as tho nothing had happened, 
They took ine on a tour of the place, showing his cordinq 
studio which although small is very well equipped, 
Apparently got lots of help from his mo. Right now he is 
working for his mo. helping her w/ her rental properties. 
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1-19-88 



e-EV 



C-'VC 



C-TC 



C-TC 



C-T 



c-cv 



c-ev 



Clerk ac Lqnyc 
cut ayadiabie 



Pd iooke with avifc i«&cc s counselor w 
ECl 33 required, pri^t to W)'a t'fl^J 
to go hon* t'rocn uoc>; a:id maini. j i r; concac 



related that subject 
LG- 15 ) i Sub JoffC ia n'o^ 
t Cm lH rci by phone 



r home 



11/14 




Th* vie elm of sublet';* rapa Called to inquire fltjt^U.t subject 3 
She saw IfldlvVdUAl hanginfi around (about 4 - 5 p.m.; her ^flce 

building that she. zhoughc wow the *uhja*r. She expressed tefij - 
concern chat sublet unulc f i no her. Victim had &>Up tailed 
(.sighted or Lt/a at << -5 P -•:■)■ W contacted Ki?*; Heice 
subject Is ^ployed. She checked reject's time c*?4 which f? 
chat he worked an U/8 from 7 . 00 to 3< 10 and he y*s called 

F0 on chU dati jpoke wUfc au>Jeec>a counselor at EC 
suggested ch^r ^.jac^'s r»anitbr4.'ng could £c increased 
cbss-ibUitv cf fcUcteqnlc monitoring has beep ^cussed Wheri 
leaves the program, PO i of the Opinion bhae to sublet i: tpis 
Individual co electronic nSon-i C ** n £ -would be too mucfi of a hassles 
baaed on the hysteria, ,r concerns of the victim when all Lndicanou* 
point to the face ctia't Sub^cC i&j no where near ,he victor, 
workplace. This ,.11 be oi>cunsed at a Fotor* date with the gtar.f 
of ECI, including Or- Koimns . OiA/im - 12/9/83) 

Vtccti-fli subject'* offti>» vLcvtrf picture of BMaject Co be positive 
chat the individuai shi- encountered wlfiU uorkLng was not ^bj,,t. 

Victim s : wted the: there was a gre-i r alniUari^ but vc was na.c 
che subject she s'fl'w; 

PO net wi-eh ECI p 4 ychUt rtst , Dt . Kouin at ECI, Ca*!ar,d ; The doctor 
feels thsc subject da's nade progress during his counseling but tu bj«c 
remains very ctghcly controls - »hou« no *n K er . keeps ceelings 
closely to hiiwilf. "l^e a pot bo 0.1 "8 *l*h n0 6u . cl ' et valve - 
There La concern about subject's reactions when a number or inuvgs 
eo badly ''or him. Dr. Komm recommends lollow-u.p counseling after 
s^biecc is discharged from their facilic.y and he .Is willing to dp 
the follow up. Hi* fee is S7>/hr. PO to advise doccot. CllA/jm 
- 1 2/28/8.8 •)• 

Subject to office with Moclca of Re'tcas^., shoving "hat ha was rdlcas* 
from ECI , Oakland, on Friday, December i6 v 1988- Siu.i^K reporCS 
no change i ; n His situation at heme or «ork. He was iufor^C Chat 
Of./Ifonun is being contracted co concinue subject's counseling. 
(H<\/Jm - 12/18/88) 
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On the left is a police photo of Pniiiip Garrido 
after his arrest in a 1976 kidnapping 
and rape in Reno, Nevada. On the right 
is the sketch released by Hayward Police 
n 1988 of the man who kidnapped 
Michaela Garecht 
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My Name is Katie Callaway Hall. In 1976, I was kidnapped and raped by 
Phillip Garrido. In 1977, Garrido was convicted and sentenced to 50 
years in the Federal Penitentiary. 

Phillip Garrido was able to manipulate the system, beginning in prison, 
where he managed to get early consideration for release in front of the 
Parole Board, I was told by his Federal Parole Officer, Houston 
Antwine, that Garrido had been proclaiming his innocence all 
throughout his prison term, claiming that I was a "girlfriend" who lied 
and "cried rape/' and that he had been wrongly convicted and 
incarcerated. This fabricated story, plus his "good behaivior" earned 
him an early release from his 50 yr, sentence. 

According to P.O. Antwine, everyone in the prison and parole system 
believed Garrido's story, because when I met with P.O. Antwine in 
person, he seemed very surprised to learn from me that I had not 
known Garrido, and that the crime was, in fact, a Stranger Abduction 
and Rape. 

Though these facts were clearly stated in the Trial Transcripts and the 
Parole Files, they chose to believe Garrido and give him the benefit of 
the doubt. 

Even after I reported to P.O. Antwine that on Nov. 18, 1988, Garrido 
walked up to my Roulette Wheel in Caesars Casino, in Lake Tahoe, I 
learned years later that, not only had he not believed me, but that 
evidently he was not even listening to me, as the basic facts of my claim 
(such as where I worked, and the dates in question) were wrongly 
recorded in the Parole Files, I find this to be incredible, as I sat in P.O. 
Antwine's office and talked to him for over an hour, and I WAS NOT 
HYSTERICAL (as implied in the entry). 



As a result of my personal experience with the Federal Parole System, I 
have lived a life "looking over my shoulder/' quitting jobs, relocating for 
my own safety, always afraid that Garrido would find me again. Even 
though P.O. Antwine assured me that Garrido would be well supervised 
and monitored, he also told me that they knew that Garrido was going 
to be a "repeat offender," and I knew in my heart that Garrido had 
already proven himself to be smarter than "the system" by violating his 
Parole and hunting me down and contacting me. 

In 1988 I had no choice but to put my trust in the Parole System, a 
system that has proven to be a massive failure when it comes to 
supervising Sex Offenders. 

I believe that we now have the opportunity to make some changes in 
laws regarding Sex Offenders, and also the Policy and Procedures 
governing the Parole Systems assigned to supervising Sex Offenders, 
should they gain release. 

We need to recognize the fact that Sex Offenders are PREDATORS. 
They hunt Human Beings. And often they prey on the young and 
defenseless for their own unnatural sexual deviations. 

The rate of recidivism with this type of offender is HIGH. 

The percentage of "rehabilitation" is LOW. 

Sexual assaults have reached PANDEMIC levels. 

Personally, I would like to see that Sex Offenders are never released. I 
think it is time for a "NO TOLERANCE" stand. But, if they are to be 
allowed to be released back into society, the role of the Parole System 
in handling these types of offenders needs to be re-thought, re- 



vamped, brought up-to-date with new understanding of the type of 
criminal that they're dealing with. 

I feel that this could be accomplished by establishing a separate 
Department within the Parole System for handling only Sex Offenders, 
with specially trained personnel, who only handle Sex Offenders. 
It's an idea. 

In conclusion, I would also like see communication between the victims 
and the Parole System be made more 'Victim friendly." I have never 
had a voluntary phone call, letter, email, or any kind of update on 
Phillip Garrido since I registered with the Victim/Witness Program in 
1987, To this day, I have not received anything from the Parole Board 
informing me that Phillip Garrido was re-arrested for his crimes against 
Jaycee Dugard, even though he was on lifetime parole for crimes he 
committed against me. It's like I don't exist to the Parole System. This 
is why I felt that I had to travel 700 miles, time and time again, and 
attend every hearing I possibly could to watch the proceedings. The El 
Dorado County District Attorney's Office were the only State Agency 
that voluntarily communicated with me and made it possible for me to 
stay informed and be updated with Garrido. 
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• Top Photo taken in late 1980s while Garrido incarcerated in prison. Katie Callaway-Hall says that this 
photo was similar to that of the one shown to her by Garrido parole officer in 1988, but that in the 
photo shown to her, Garrido was even further away from the camera and his face wasn't as clear. 

• Bottom Photo taken from video of Phillip Garrido in park (circa 1989-1993). Katie Callaway-Hall says 
this looks like the person who came to her roulette wheel in South Lake Tahoe in 1988. 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF PRISONS 

ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICES 



CXOXCC W. &UHJUR 



HOWARD l_ <XOLN*. 



TO 



BOARD OF PAROLE COMMISSIONERS 



On July 21, 1988 t ur.der the provisions of Section 

201.230, of NP.S, Phillip Garrido £12954 was examined by a 

panel consisting of Brenda Burns, Warden, Northern Nevada correo 
tional Center, Theresa MOfeel, MD, Psychiatrist, and Patricia White 
Ph. D.„ Lake's Crossing Facility.. 

_It_is the; opinion of the panel that Phillip Garrido #12954 

('(can/cannot at this time be certified as not contributing a menace 
to the health, safety and morals of society. 



Srenda Rurrsi Warden 
Northern Nevada Correctional Center 



Theresa Melleel, 'MD 
Psychiatrist 




Patricia White, Pn. D, 
Lake's Crossing Facility 



c; Uoard of Parole Commissioners 
C/I files 



CENTRAL OFFICE 

PO Box 701 S 



SOUTHERN OFFICE 

277a S Marvin Kiifcw.^ ft* 41 \ 

Pborwf 7021 486^6*91 



ATTACHMENT #10 



UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 

JAMES WARE 
CHIEF JUDGE 



July 7,2011 

Re: Release of Report from the Administrative Office of the United States Courts 
Parole Supervision of Phillip Garrido 

On February 1 5, 201 I, is my capacity as Chief Judge, I received a confidential report from the 
Administrative Office of the United States Courts ("AOUSC") regarding the parole supervision 
of Phillip Garrido by the Probation Office in the Northern District of California between 
December 1988 and June 1999. 

The federal Probation Office in the. Northern District of California was responsible for the 
supervision of Mr. Garrido from December 1988 to June I 999, when his supervision was 
assumed by the Parole Division of the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. 
This time period included June 10, 1991, which* based on information that subsequently has 
come to light was allegedly when 1 1-year old Jaycee Dugard was kidnapped by Mr. Garrido. 

Mr. Garrido's federal parole supervision stemmed from a conviction in United States District 
Court for the District of Nevada in 1977, when he was convicted of kidnapping a 25-year-old 
woman and confining her in a storage shed, where he repeatedly raped her. For the kidnapping, 
Mr. Garrido received a federal sentence of 50-years imprisonment. For the forcible rape, Mr. 
Garrido received a Nevada state sentence of five years to life. 

In January 1988, after Mr. Garrido had served eleven years in federal prison, the United States 
Parole Commission granted him parole and Mr. Garrido was turned over to Nevada prison 
authorities to serve his state sentence. In August 1988, Nevada parole authorities released Mr. 
Garrido on lifetime parole supervision and transferred him back to federal jurisdiction for his 
return to the community. 

Mr. Garrido was released to the supervision of the United States Probation Office in the Northern 
District of California and lived with his mother at her home in Antioch, California. At the time 
of Mr. Garrido's release from prison in 1988, sex offenders represented a very small percentage 
of the supervision population in the federal system, and Judicial Conference policy at the time did 
not provide specific guidelines for sex offender supervision. Nonetheless, policy guidance in 
place during Mr. Garrido's federal supervision required the probation officer to supervise him as 
a "high risk" offender. 

Although records indicate that Mr. Garrido was correctly categorized as a "high risk" offender, 
the AOUSC report finds that the Probation Office failed to supervise him accordingly. Home 
contacts were rare. Collateral contacts with neighbors and local law enforcement were never 
completed. Records indicate that the probation officer never verified that Mr. Garrido had 
registered as a sex offender as required by the state of California. 




In September 1989, Mr. Garrido's employer at a nursing home informed the parole officer that 
three female coworkers were nervous around Mr. Garrido, however the parole officer did not 
meet with Mr. Garrido until more than two months had elapsed. In February 1 990, Mr. Garrido 
informed his probation officer that he was training as a salesman and would be selling products in 
people's homes, however the probation officer did not note any concerns about potential risks to 
third parties. 

In addition, the reporr Mr. Garrido tested positive for drugs and was found to have submitted 
diluted urine samples on several occasions. However, there is no record that the Probation Office 
informed Nevada State Probation and Parole of Mr. Garrido's drug use. Moreover, with one 
exception, the Probation Office also failed to inform the United States Parole Commission about 
Mr. Garrido's illicit drug use. The single exception resulted in a brief revocation of parole, a 
short period of time in custody and a period of home confinement. 

The AOUSC report concludes that the supervision of Mr. Garrido was substandard. The report 
notes that a California sex offender task force searched the house and grounds in July 2008 and 
did not find Jaycee Dugard and her children and the report questions whether greater diligence by 
the supervising officer would have uncovered their presence. We do not find comfort in such 
speculation. Because, as pointed out in the report, had Mr. Garrido's federal supervision been 
conducted properly from the onset, it is possible that he may have been deterred from some of the 
acts now attributed to him. 

Mr. Garrido's federal parole was terminated in 1 999 and his supervision was assumed by the 
California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation. 

In 2000, after Mr Garrido's federal supervision had ended, the AOUSC conducted a routine 
review of the Probation Office in the Northern District of California and found the state of 
offender supervision to be poor. The AOUSC made a series of recommendations for 
improvement. 

In May 2007, after a follow-up review found that none of the recommendations had been 
implemented, our Court replaced the chief probation officer with an experienced manager from 
another district, If there is anything positive that can be derived from the awful circumstances 
revealed by this report, it is the report's assessment of the District's current Chief Probation 
Officer. The report states that the new chief brought in well-qualified managers from other 
districts to fill the chief deputy and two assistant deputy positions. The new management team 
retrained all officers and supervisors in Judicial Conference policies and procedures for 
supervising offenders in the community. The Chief mandated that officers spend more time in 
the community. Standards were provided for supervision of high, medium and low activity cases, 
and internal audits were shared with the supervisors and officers. 

As Chief Judge, I believe that the strength of our public institutions is tied directly to their 
openness to public scrutiny. T have decided to release the full AOUSC report. We are using its 
candid criticism and the public scrutiny that comes from it as tools to improve the administration 
of justice in our District. 

Attachment: AOUSC Report on the Supervision of Parolee Phillip Gurrido 
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Office of Probation and Pretrial Services 
Administrative Office of the United States Courts 

Report on the Supervision of Parolee Phillip Garrido 
to the United States District Court, Northern District of Caiiforn 



December 2010 
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ABOUT THE REPORT 
Purpose 

The purpose of this report is to provide a summary of a review conducted by the AOUSC 
pursuant to the authority granted to the AOUSC Director under 1 8 U.S.C. § 3672. The review 
focused on the supervision provided by the United States probation office in the Northern 
District of California from the time of Phillip Garrido's release from federal prison in 1988 to the 
time his federal parole ended in 1999. 

Scope 

AOUSC staff reviewed all available case documents, including chronological records made by 
the probation officers who supervised Garrido. In many places there were gaps in the record, 
making it difficult to determine whether there had been activity during the time of the gaps or if 
information had once been in the record and is now missing. The reviewers considered the 
information concerning the case in the context of the policies and practices approved by the 
Judicial Conference of the United States at the time Garrido was supervised. 

Authority 

Under 18 U.S.C. § 3672, 'The Director of the Administrative Office of the United States Courts, 
or his authorized agent, shall investigate the work of probation officers and make 
recommendations concerning the same to the respective judges and shall have access to the 
records of all probation officers." 

The statutory duties of probation officers are set forth at 18 U.S.C. § 3603. Policies governing 
the work of probation officers, including the supervision of offenders in the community, are 
established by the Judicial Conference of the United States. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Federal probation office in the Northern District of California was responsible for the 
supervision of Phillip Garrido from December 1988 to June 1999,- when Garrido's supervision 
was assumed by the Parole Division of the California Department of Corrections and 
Rehabilitation. The focus of this report is on the time Garrido spent on federal supervision, 
which includes June 10, 1991, when 1 1 -year old Jay cee Dugard was allegedly kidnaped by 
Garrido. 

Phillip Garrido's federal parole supervision stemmed from a conviction in United States District 
Court for the District of Nevada in 1977, when he was convicted of kidnaping a 25-year-old 
woman in South Lake Tahoe, Nevada, and confining her in a storage shed in Reno, Nevada, 
where he repeatedly raped her. For the kidnaping, Garrido received a federal sentence of 50 
years imprisonment. For forcible rape, he received a Nevada state sentence of 5 years to life, 

In January 1988, after Garrido had served 1 1 years in federal prison, the United States Parole 
Commission granted him parole, and he was turned over to Nevada prison authorities to begin 
his state sentence. In August 1988, Nevada parole authorities released him on lifetime parole 
supervision and transferred him back to federal jurisdiction for his return to the community, 

After time in a halfway house, Garrido was released to the supervision of the United States 
probation office in the Northern District of California, and lived with his mother at her home in 
Antioch, California. He continued to reside at this address and remained under parole 
supervision by federal probation officers until the United States Parole Commission terminated 
his federal parole in 1999, 

The Parole Division of the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation subsequently 
assumed lifetime parole supervision of Garrido under terms of an interstate parole compact with 
the state of Nevada. Garrido remained under its supervision until the time of his arrest on 
August 26, 2009. 

Supervision policies specifically aimed at sex offenders were adopted in the federal probation 
system in 2003, four years after Garrido's federal supervision ended. At the time of Garrido's 
release from prison in 1988, sex offenders represented a very small percentage of the supervision 
population in the federal system, and Judicial Conference policy at the time did not explicitly 
address their supervision. Nonetheless, policy guidance in place during Garrido's period of 
supervision required the probation officer to supervise him as a "high risk" offender. 

After significant study and review of the relevant available records, this report concludes that the 
Federal probation office in the Northern District of California did not follow commonly accepted 
supervision practices and failed to adequately supervise Phillip Garrido. 

While records indicate that Garrido was correctly categorized as a "high risk" offender, the 
probation office failed to supervise him accordingly. Home contacts were rare. Collateral 
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contacts with neighbors and local law enforcement were never done. Frequent positive drug tests 
and submission of diluted urine samples were largely ignored. The probation officer appears to 
have relied on the offender's therapist for information rather than direct contact with the 
offender. 

According to records, the probation officer never verified that Garrido had registered as a sex 
offender as required by the state of California. The probation officer appeared unconcerned 
when Garrido's female coworkers at a nursing home expressed fears about his demeanor. When 
the victim of the 1 977 kidnaping and rape reported that she may have seen Garrido near her place 
of employment, the officer's only action was to verify with Garrido's employer that he was at 
work that day. Further, the officer allowed Garrido to take a job as a salesman going door to 
door in the community. 

There is no record of the probation office informing Nevada State Probation and Parole of 
Garrido's illicit drug use. In fact, the reports that were sent to Nevada typically noted "there have 
been no problems up to this point," even following a positive drug test or diluted urine sample. 
With one exception, the probation office also failed to inform the United States Parole 
Commission about illicit drug use. That one exception resulted in a brief revocation of parole, a 
short period of time in custody, and a period of home confinement. 

While the level of federal supervision was clearly substandard, there is no evidence that the 
federal probation office would have uncovered the presence of Jaycee Dugard and her children 
even if the probation officer had conducted a search of the premises. In fact, a California sex 
offender task force searched the house and grounds in July 2008 and failed to find them. 
Nevertheless, one may fairly question whether Garrido could have been deterred from the 
horrendous acts attributed to him had his federal supervision been conducted properly from the 
onset. 

The Garrido case is a significant reflection of the deficient practices in the probation office in the 
Northern District of California. However, it is not the only one. The office had a track record of 
inadequate supervision, and previous reviews of the office have reported serious deficiencies in 
operations. 

In 2000, the Administrative Office of the United States Courts (AOUSC) conducted a routine 
review of the probation office in the Northern District of California and found the state of 
offender supervision to be poor. The AOUSC made a series of recommendations for 
improvement. In 2006, another AOUSC review team found that none of the recommendations 
made in 2000 had been implemented. 

In May 2007, the court replaced the chief probation officer with an experienced manager from 
another district. The new chief brought in well-qualified managers from other districts to fill the 
chief deputy and two assistant deputy positions. The AOUSC provided the new management 
team with a summary of areas requiring improvements, including 1) home inspections need to be 
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conducted in a timely fashion and upon changes in residence, 2) joint planning between officers 
and supervisors should be documented in the chronological entries indicating that case plans 
have been submitted and approved, and 3) increased home visits and field contacts should be 
required for higher risk offenders. 

The new management team retrained all officers and supervisors in Judicial Conference policies 
and procedures for supervising offenders in the community. The chief mandated that officers 
spend more time in the community. Standards were provided for supervision of high, medium, 
and low activity cases. Interna] audits were shared with the supervisors and officers. Progress on 
implementing the AOUSC recommendations was a standard agenda item at monthly meetings 
with supervising probation officers. 

With strong support from the court, the new managers appear to have made significant progress 
in improving the quality of supervision in the district. A follow-up review in December 2010 
revealed that home inspections are conducted within the required time frame in nearly 90 percent 
of cases. Joint planning meetings between officers and supervisors are now documented in 97 
percent of case files. Contacts with higher risk offenders in the community have more than 
doubled, and are now consistent with practices in the Ninth Circuit as a whole. 

While all indications are that the probation office in the Northern District of California has 
remedied its shortcomings and is under strong and effective management, the AOUSC will 
remain in frequent contact with the office. 

On a national level, the AOUSC takes seriously its statutory responsibilities to investigate and 
report any deficiencies in federal probation offices. It is an important element in assuring 
probation officers adequately safeguard their communities and those who live in them. When 
matters require national attention, the AOUSC refers them to the Criminal Law Committee of the 
Judicial Conference for its consideration. Currently the Committee is reviewing the 
recommendations of the ad hoc Sex Offender Management Working Group, which was 
appointed by the AOUSC Director. National and regional training of officers will be updated 
and expanded and other opportunities to assist probation offices in this crucial area will continue 
to be explored, and if beneficial, implemented. 
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BACKGROUND 

Phillip Garrido's federal parole supervision stemmed from a conviction in United States District 
Court for the District of Nevada. In 1976, at the age of 25, Garrido was arrested for kidnapping 
and rape. On March 11,1 977, he was sentenced in the District of Nevada to 50 years 
imprisonment for kidnapping (18 U.S.C. § 1201 (a)(1)). On April 1 1, 1977, he was sentenced in 
the State of Nevada-to a term of 5 years to life, with the possibility for parole-for forcible rape, 
to be served concurrently with the federal term. 

According to court documents, Garrido approached the victim outside a store on November 22, 
1976, told her his car was disabled, and asked her for a ride. The victim agreed to help him, 
Garrido later instructed the victim to turn the vehicle into an empty lot, where he handcuffed her 
hands behind her back, and placed a leather strap around her neck and under her knees to keep 
her in a benl-over position and out of sight. Driving for about an hour, Garrido took the victim 
to a modified storage shed that he maintained in Reno, Nevada. There, over a 6-hour period, he 
repeatedly sexually assaulted her. A police officer on routine patrol noticed the car and a broken 
lock on the door to the shed and investigated. The police officer arrested Garrido and charged 
him with kidnapping and rape. 

Garrido admitted at the time of the offense to being under the influence of LSD and stated in the 
presentence interview that he was a heavy user of LSD. 

At the time of Garrido's federal sentencing, his criminal history, as outlined in his presentence 
investigation report, consisted of drug charges, two rape charges, and a kidnapping charge. On 
May 28, 1970, Garrido was charged with Possession of Marijuana and Possession of Dangerous 
Restricted Drugs (LSD). Garrido pled guilty to the marijuana charge and served 1 year 
probation; the LSD charge was dismissed. On March 3, 1972, Garrido was charged with 
Possession of Marijuana; Visiting a Place Where Drugs are Used. He was subsequently 
convicted and served 90 days in the county jail and 3 years probation. Garrido's first rape charge 
was on April 14, 1972, in Antioch, California, where he was charged with Contributing to 
Overdose; Runaway Juvenile; and Possible Rape. The case was dismissed due to insufficient 
evidence. 

In a separate and unrelated case, Garrido was charged with rape and kidnapping on December 27, 
1976. for a crime that allegedly occurred in E! Dorado County, California, in June 1976. See: 
Appendix A. Time Line of Legal Events Surrounding Phillip Garrido. 
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COMPLIANCE WITH POLICY 

Policy in Effect During Garrido's Supervision 

At the time of Garrido's release from prison in 1988, policy for the supervision of offenders was 
contained in The Supervision Process, Publication 106, which was issued in 1983. Although 
Publication 106 did not specifically address the supervision of someone classified as a sex 
offender, it gave direction and guidance regarding the level of supervision required for low- 
activity and high-activity cases. The level determined the required number of personal contacts 
with the offender. The higher the risk, the higher the number of contacts required.. Publication 
106 was in effect during Garrido's first 3 years of supervision. 

In July 1988, at the recommendation of the Criminal Law Committee of the Judicial Conference, 
the Director of the AOUSC appointed a supervision task force to examine supervision practices 
and make recommendations for improvement. The product of the task force's efforts became 
known as "enhanced supervision" and was published in 1991 as The Supervision of Federal 
Offenders, Monograph 109. The 1991 version of Monograph 109 contained the policies in effect 
for the remainder of Garrido's federal parole term. An updated Monograph 109 was approved in 
2003. long after Garrido's term of federal supervision ended. 

The goal of the 1991 version of Monograph 109 was to move away from merely "counting 
contacts" and to promote more purposeful supervision based on the assessment of each 
individual case. The probation officer was to tailor the case plan for each offender according to 
individual circumstances. The monograph described supervision activities aimed at controlling 
risk by detecting misbehavior. Such "risk control activities" focused on the offender's 
compliance with mandatory conditions that prohibit new criminal violations and possession of 
controlled substances and firearms. Conducting plain-view searches and seizures, maintaining 
law enforcement liaisons in the community, and detecting substance abuse through testing were 
included as risk control activities. 

The following sections highlight some of the supervision policies contained in Publication 106 
and Monograph 109 and provide an assessment of the Northern District of California's 
supervision of Garrido. A more detailed description of Garrido's supervision is presented in the 
section titled "Supervision History." 

Policy in Publication 106 

The following information addresses aspects of the supervision process and how policy set forth 
in The Supervision Process, Publication 106, applied to each aspect. The italicized language 
beneath each section describes whether the probation office applied the policy in the case of 
Phillip Garrido (the parolee) during the period after his release from prison in 1988 through 
1 99 1 , when Publication 1 06 was superceded Monograph 1 09. 
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Initial Classification 

Publication 106 outlined the steps the probation officer was to take to classify an offender as low 
activity or high activity and to determine the offender's classification using the appropriate 
predictive device. The policy explained that "[t]wo actuarial devices are used in the system-the 
Risk Prediction Scale (RPS-80), for persons on probation, and the Salient Factor Score (SFS-81), 
for persons on parole" (Ch. II, p. 4). 

The parolee 's SFS-81 score was 6, which would have placed him in the high-activity 
supervision level. 

Publication 106 set the high-activity level of supervision as "[f]rom one personal contact per 
month to any greater number necessary to meet supervision objectives" and also required 
collateral contacts (Ch. II, p. 4). As the policy stated, "During the initial 6 months of supervision, 
the supervision level is not to be less than the predictive device indicates" (Ch. II, p. 10). It told 
officers to "direct the greater proportion of their efforts toward persons in the high activity 
supervision level" (Ch. II, pp. 10-11). 

The parolee 's supervision during the first 6 months was not in accordance with 
Publication 106. The minimum contact standards called for six personal contacts during 
that time. The parolee was seen in the office once and at the job site once. Moreover, the 
initial home visit was not conducted until June 20, 1 989, 6 months after supervision 
began. 

Publication 106 required officers to complete Form PROB 42, "Classification and Initial 
Supervision Plan," "immediately upon receipt of a person for supervision and, in any event, no 
later than 30 days thereafter" (Ch. II, p. 4). 

The parolee 's initial supervision plan was not completed within established time frames, 
but 8 months after supervision began. The Form PROB 42 was dated August 10, 1 989. 

Publication 106 instructed officers to conduct the "Case Review" every 6 months (Ch. II, p. 4). 

Although the "Classification and Initial Supervision Plan "for the parolee was completed 
late, case reviews were scheduled at 6-month intervals and completed within acceptable 
time frames. 

The Supervision Plan 

Publication 106 gave officers guidance for supervision planning through identifying supervision 
problems and setting objectives to address them. The policy explained that "[s]ound practice 
calls for a mixture of office, community, and home visits with offenders, supported by collateral 
contact with family, employer, police, and social agencies" (Ch. II, p. 12). It cautioned that 
u [a]lthough community resources may be used to address many problems, the probation officer 
may not delegate total responsibility for supervision of the offender to any other agency" 
(Ch. II, p. 13). 
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During the course of (he parolee 's supervision, the probation officer had more contact 
with the treatment provider than with the parolee directly, despite concerns about his 
conduct at work, drug use, and dilution of urine specimens. (See the "Supervision 
History" section of this report for more information.) 

Treatment 

According to Publication 106, to ensure a successful treatment referral, "the probation officer 
must stay involved in the process and maintain frequent (daily if necessary) contact with both the 
agency and the offender" (Ch. Ill, pp. 23-24). The policy further stated that "the importance of 
face-to-face contact with agency personnel cannot be overemphasized" (Ch. Ill, p. 24). 

The probation officer maintained regular contact with the therapist throughout the 
parolee 's supervision. 

Publication 106 explained that "[a] phased urine collection program has been established for all 
drug dependant persons under supervision" (Ch. V, p. 33) and explained the collection and 
testing process, The policy set the following minimum guidelines for the three phases: Phase 
I— six collections monthly; Phase II-four collections monthly; and Phase Ill-two collections 
monthly. 

The parolee submitted to urine testing throughout the period of supervision, testing 
positive for illicit substances four times (9-22-89, 10-10-89, 8-6-90 and 7-26-93.) 

Special Conditions 

Publication 106 described special conditions of supervision as "imposed for a prescribed 
purpose, tailored to the specific circumstances or problems of the offender" (Ch. Ill, p. 1 6). 

The parolee was released under the following special conditions of parole: 

1) You shall participate as instructed by your probation officer in a program approved by 
the Parole Commission for treatment of narcotic addiction or drug dependency, which 
may include testing and examination to determine if you have reverted to the use of 
drugs; 2) You shall participate in an inpatient or outpatient mental health program as 
directed by your probation officer; and 3) You shall reside in and participate in a 
program of the Community Treatment Center as instructed until discharge by the Center 
director, but no later than 120 days from admission. 

Although Publication 106 addressed search and seizure, it allowed officers to use such tools only 
under limited circumstances, deeming searches "primarily the responsibility of law enforcement 
officers acting procedurally as they would in any criminal investigation" (Ch. Ill, p. 17). 
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The policy stated, ' Probation officers should only search in the rare circumstance when there is 
no alternative" (Ch. Ill, p. 17). (Note: In addition to guidance provided by Publication 106, 
policy approved by the Judicial Conference of the United States discouraged officers from 
conducting any type of search of an offender.) 

The Parole Commission did not impose a search condition when the parolee was 
released on parole, nor did the probation officer request modification of the conditions to 
add a search condition. 

Publication 106 stated that officers "may find it necessary to request a special condition of 
probation or parole restricting an offender's employment ... in the interest of protecting the 
public from a 'reasonably foreseeable' risk of physical or financial harm to a specific third party 
or parties" (Ch. 111. p. 1 7). The policy specifically gave as an example of employment that should 
be precluded "an offender with a violent sexual background working in an apartment complex as 
a maintenance person'' (Ch. Ill, p. 18). 

The probation officer failed to adequately restrict or monitor the parolee 's employment, 
even when the parolee 's job required him to go door to door in the community 
unsupervised. Although the officer directed the parolee to disclose his sexual assaultive 
background to his employer, the officer did not verify with the employer that the parolee 
made such disclosure. 

Supervisory Involvement in the Supervision Process 

Publication 106 stressed the importance of supervisor involvement in the supervision process, 
stating that "[responsibility and accountability for the work are shared jointly by the probation 
officer and the supervisor" (Ch. VI, p. 37). The policy stated, "The supervisor must be 
thoroughly familiar with the record keeping requirements as defined in the Probation Manual and 
must review all case files periodically to insure compliance with these requirements" 
(Ch. IV, p. 38). 

Although the case file indicated that the supervisor reviewed the parolee 's case file, the 
fie did not document whether the supervisor offered any support or guidance as to 
corrective action 

According to Publication 106, "[t]he probation officer has a great deal of discretionary authority 
in making decisions which significantly affect offenders and the community. By practice, these 
difficult decisions are made with the input of others through methods such as case staffing or 
through individual consultation with the supervisor" (Ch. VI, p. 39). The policy stated, "Any 
actions decided upon are to be recorded in the case file and both the supervisor and officer are 
responsible to see that decisions are implemented" (Ch. IV, p. 39). 
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Aside from the case plans, the chronological record in the parolee 's case lacked 
documentation of ongoing staffing or consultation between the probation officer and the 
supervisor. 

Supervision Activity Records 

Publication 106 stated, "Complete and accurate records of supervision activity are essential to the 
effective operation of the probation system' 1 (Ch. II, p. 14). According to the policy, tl [t]he 
instrument used to document supervision activities is the chronological record" (Ch, II, p. 14). 

The chronological records were not complete. It is impossible to ascertain whether 
entries were made and now are missing or whether they were never entered into the 
record at all. 

Policy in Monograph 109 

In 1991, The Supervision of Federal Offenders, Monograph 109, replaced Publication 106 as the 
primary policy document for supervising offenders. The following information addresses aspects 
of the supervision process, how policy set forth in Monograph 109 applied to each aspect, and 
whether the probation office applied the policy in the case of Phillip Garrido (the parolee). 

Initial Assessment Period and Review Process 

Monograph 109 stated, "The assessment period shall not exceed 60 days and will vary in 
duration depending on the circumstances of a particular case" (Ch. HI, p. 14). 

The parolee 's initial supervision plan was developed under Publication 106, but his 
parole supervision was interrupted when the probation office requested a warrant, which 
was issued by the U.S. Parole Commission in March J 993. When the parolee s 
supervision recommenced on September 6. 1993, the probation officer developed a new 
supervision plan under Monograph 109, but did not follow policy in doing so. The officer 
completed the plan on March 26, 1994, 6 months after parole had recommenced. 

According to Monograph 1 09, tl [t]he 6-month case review affords the officer and the supervisor 
an opportunity to examine the offender's progress and response to the supervision program and 
to evaluate the adequacy of the existing plan' 1 (Ch. Ill, p. 20). The policy explained that u [t]he 
purpose of this process is to establish a supervision plan for the next 6 months which is based on 
a comprehensive analysis of the previous 6 months' experience" (Ch. Ill, pp. 20-21). 

Although the probation officer completed and submitted the parolee 's 6-month reviews 
within acceptable time frames, the plans rarely indicated any need to modify supervision 
or risk control strategies despite the parolee 's changes in behavior. 
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Supervision Strategies 

Monograph 109 advised that "[supervision strategies related to risk control will require a great 
deal of direct contact with the offender and others who have information about the offender's 
conduct" (Ch. Ill, p. 19). The policy stated, "Although the case plan does not provide 'Contact 
with the Offender' as a supervision activity, such contacts are implicit in such goal-directed 
strategies as l On-Site Examination of Living Situation . . . '" (Ch. Ill, pp. 1 9-20). 

Although the monograph presented contact with the offender as an inherent supervision 
strategy and the record identified the parolee as high risk and a danger to the 
community, the supervision strategies selected in this case were inconsistent with 
monograph guidance and with the parolee 's risk level. 

Supervision Process Implementation 

Monograph 1 09 stated, "The probation officer's responsibility to enforce conditions of 
supervision is derived from his or her legal duty to supervise and execute the sentence imposed 
by the court" (Ch. IV, p. 25). The policy explained that Title 18 U.S.C. § 3603, the legal 
authority for the supervision of federal offenders, sets forth the framework for meeting the three 
objectives of effective supervision--' 1 . . . execution of the sentence, . . . reduction of risk to the 
community, and . . . correctional treatmenf-providing in part that the probation officer shall 
"keep informed concerning the compliance with any condition of supervision and report thereon 
to the court or Parole Commission; . . . keep informed as to the conduct and condition of a person 
under supervision and report his or her conduct and condition to the sentencing court or Parole 
Commission; . . . and keep a record of the officer's work" (Ch. IV, p. 25). 

The probation officer failed to implement risk control activities despite the parolee 's 
deteriorating conduct, which included illicit drug use. The officer relied on the therapist 
to keep apprised of the parolee 's adjustment and response to supervision. The record 
noted that the parolee used drugs, but the officer did not see him in person until several 
months after becoming aware of the drug use. 

Risk Control Activities 

Conducting Search and Seizure . In addressing search and seizure, Monograph 109 stated, "Any 
search by the officer must be restricted to areas of access to the offender and conducted during 
daylight hours unless good cause is given" (Ch. IV, p. 27). 

The Parole Commission did not impose a search condition when the parolee was 
released, nor did (he probation officer ever request a modification of the parolee s 
conditions to add a search condition. 
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Maintaining Law Enforcement Liaison . According to Monograph 109, "[t]he nature and 
frequency of contacts with law enforcement will vary depending upon the risk posed by the 
offender and the supervision issues identified" (Ch. IV, p. 27). The policy explained that "[w]hen 
the actuarial score and/or the offender's criminal history (including a history of violence, similar 
criminal activity, or criminal associations) has identified risk as an issue of concern, the officer 
should make frequent contact with those law enforcement agencies that may have information 
about the activities of the offender" (Ch. IV, p. 27). 

Despite the risk the parolee posed, the probation officer failed to make law enforcement 
contacts in the community. The only officer-initiated law enforcement contacts 
documented in the record were in November 1998 (11-16 and 1 1-18). 

Detecting.Drug Abuse . Monograph 109 described urinalysis and collateral contacts as useful 
means to detect drug use. It stated. ''Since there is a high correlation between drug abuse and 
criminal activity, the officer should make ongoing efforts to detect drug use through urinalysis," 
(Ch. IV, p. 28). 

The parolee submitted to urine testing throughout the period of supervision, testing 
positive for illicit substances four times and providing three diluted urine specimens. 

Assessing Third-Party Risk . Monograph 109 stated, "When the probation officer determines that 
the offender poses a 'reasonably foreseeable' risk of physical or financial harm to a specific third 
party or parties, he or she should increase risk control supervision . . ." (Ch. IV, p. 29). 

Despite the parolee 's increased risk and danger to the community, as documented in the 
chronological record, the probation officer failed to increase the level of supervision or 
implement any additional risk-control strategies. 

Referring for Treatment . Monograph 1 09 gave guidance for assessing which treatment agency is 
appropriate, stating that "[t]he officer should ascertain if the agency specializes in the behavior to 
be treated (e.g. sexual deviancy) and whether the agency has expertise in working with offenders 
who are required to submit to treatment" (Ch. IV, p. 32). To ensure a successful referral, 
Monograph 109 noted,"Collateral contacts with the treatment agency are necessary to monitor 
the offender's compliance with the program . . (Ch. IV, p. 32). 

The probation officer maintained contact with (he therapist, but appears to have 
abdicated control of the parolee 's supervision to the therapist and therefore did not 
comply with policy. 

Supervision Contacts 

Monograph 109 described the purpose of supervision contacts as "enforcing conditions, 
controlling risk, and/or providing correctional treatment" (Ch. IV, p. 34). The policy explained 
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that "[t]he frequency, place, and nature of the contacts, as well as which persons are to be 
contacted, will be determined by the plan and directly related to identified supervision issues" 
(Ch. IV, p. 34), Monograph 109 presented the officer's role in community supervision not as ■ 
passive and relying upon only what the offender reports, but as dynamic and relying upon the 
officer proactively making contact in the community, The policy stated, "Field supervision 
contacts with the offender and others are essential for the officer to fulfill his or her statutory 
requirement to maintain awareness of the offenders conduct and condition" (Ch. IV, p. 34), 

Collateral contacts (such as those with law enforcement and employers) were not 
regularly or consistently reported in the chronological record. The probation officer s 
contacts consisted of office visits with the parolee, the parolee 's self reports, contact with 
the parolee 's wife with the parolee present, and contacts with the therapist. These 
contacts failed to address the parolee 's increased risk. 

Case Management 

Monograph 109 stressed the importance of supervision case records, stating that "[c]ornplete and 
accurate records of supervision activity are essential to ensure that the activities undertaken are 
consistent with those outlined in the supervision plan' 1 (Ch. IV, p. 34). The policy explained that 
'"[e]ach entry should be a brief, concise statement reflecting the supervision issue(s) addressed, 
action taken by the officer, and whether the offender's progress in resolving the issue(s) is 
satisfactory or unsatisfactory" (Ch. IV, p. 34). It further noted that u the chronological records 
should contain the date, place, and nature of contacts made with the offender and others'" (Ch. IV, 
p. 34). 

The chronological record of the parolee 's supervision did not consistently show that the 
requirements set forth in Monograph 109 were followed. 

Policy as Determined by Program Reviews 

In recent years - after the time of Garrido's federal supervision - the AOUSC conducted reviews 
of the probation office in the Northern District of California. Three reviews, conducted by review 
teams in October 2000, January 2006, and October 2007, found the quality of offender 
supervision to be poor. (See: Program Review Report for the Northern District of California - 
United States Probation Office, Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, January 2001; Program 
Review Report for the Northern District of California - United States Probation Office, 
Administrative Office of the U.S. Courts, February 2006; and Program Review Report for the 
Northern District of California - United States Probation Office, Administrative Office of the 
U.S. Courts, December 2007.) 

The review conducted in October 2000 revealed that the probation office needed to make 
significant improvements in post-conviction supervision, citing deficiencies in areas including 
initial case planning, court-ordered sanctions, risk control, correctional treatment, and quality 
control. Recommendations for corrective actions were sent to the chief probation officer. 



12 



- CONFIDENTIAL - 



The January 2006 review revealed that there had been no attempts to implement the earlier 
recommendations, and that the quality of supervision remained poor. The AOUSC review team 
reported its finding to the court, which made a decision to remove the chief probation officer. 

In May 2007, the court replaced the chief probation officer with an experienced manager from 
another district. The new chief brought in well-qualified managers from other districts to fill the 
chief deputy and two assistant deputy positions. The AOUSC provided the new management 
team with a summary of areas requiring improvements, including I) home inspections need to be 
conducted in a timely fashion and upon changes in residence, 2) joint staffings between officers 
and supervisors should be documented in the chronological entries indicating that case plans 
have been submitted and approved, and 3) increased home visits and field contacts should be 
required for higher risk offenders. 

The new management team retrained all officers and supervisors in Judicial Conference policies 
and procedures for supervising offenders in [he community. The chief mandated that officers 
spend more time in the community. Progress on implementing the AOUSC recommendations 
was a standard agenda item at monthly meetings with supervising probation officers. Standards 
were provided for supervision of high, medium, and low activity cases. For high risk cases, such 
as sex offenders, active gang members, and offenders with severe mental health or substance 
abuse problems, 6 personal or collateral contacts are required in the first 6 months, at least four 
in the field. 

With strong support from the court, the new managers appear to have made significant progress 
in improving the quality of supervision in the district. A follow-up review in December 2010 
revealed that home inspections are conducted within the required time frame in nearly 90 percent 
of cases. Joint staffings between officers and supervisors are now documented in 97 percent of 
case files. Contacts with higher risk offenders in the community have more than doubled, and 
are now consistent with practices in the Ninth Circuit as a whole. 
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SUPERVISION HISTORY 
Review of Chronological Records 

The following information presents Garrido's supervision history by year. It is based on a review 
of the chronological entries made by the officers who supervised Garrido. Unless noted in the 
body of the paragraph, the date of the chronological entry appears in parentheses at the end of the 
summary. Particularly significant events are noted in bold. 

1988 

The parolee was transferred from the State of Nevada to a community treatment center (CTC) in 
Oakland. California, to transition him into the community where he would reside with his mother 
and wife. The probation officer conducted pre-release planning with (he parolee and the CTC 
staff. The pre-release planning commenced in August and concluded upon the parolee's release 
in December. 

While residing at the CTC the parolee gained employment at a nursing home and visited his 
proposed residence. Conversations between the CTC counselor and the probation officer 
described the parolee as a "time bomb" and indicated that close monitoring of the parolee was 
needed (10-14 & 10-24). 

The chronological record did not indicate that the officer took any action 
regarding these concerns. 

Local law enforcement contacted the probation office, questioning the parolee's employment at a 
nursing home. The officer advised that the nursing home was aware of the parolee's history as 
the officer had spoken with the nursing home directly on 9- 1 2 ( 1 0-5). 

Nevada State Parole and Probation contacted the probation office requesting periodic reports on 
the parolee's progress and supervision status (10-18). The probation officer responded in a report 
sent on 1 1-26, advising that the CTC staff had recommended close monitoring of the case and 
that the probation office would follow the recommendation. 

The probation office went to the parolee's mother's home on 1 1 -8. but no one was home. The 
probation officer planned a home visit with the parolee's mother for 11-14. 

The chronological record contained no documentation that the home visit was 
completed. 

The victim of the 1 976 kidnapping and rape contacted the probation office to inquire about the 
parolee's status. She reported that she had seen someone hanging around her office building and 
thought it might have been the parolee. The probation officer contacted the parolee's employer 
and verified that the parolee had been at work at the time the victim had seen someone (11-18). 
The officer and treatment center counselor discussed the possibility of increasing monitoring. 
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The counselor suggested placing the parolee on electronic monitoring after he left the treatment 
center, but-as indicated in a chronological record-the probation officer thought it would be "too 
much of a hassle based on the hysteria or concerns of the victim when all indications point to the 
fact that subject was nowhere near the victim's workplace..." (1 1 -19). 

The probation office contacted the parolee's psychiatrist to discuss the parolee's treatment. 
According to the record, the psychiatrist described the parolee as 'Mike a pot boiling with no 
outlet valve" The psychiatrist recommended ongoing counseling after the parolee's discharge 
from the treatment facility. The probation office concurred with the recommendation (12-1 3). 

The parolee completed his transition from the CTC and was paroled on 12-16 with the following 
special conditions: 

1 ) You shall participate as instructed by your probation officer in a program 
approved by the Parole Commission for treatment of narcotic addiction or drug 
dependency, which may include testing and examination to determine if you have 
reverted to the use of drugs; 

2) You shall participate in an inpatient or outpatient mental health program as 
directed by your probation officer; and 

3) You shall reside in and participate in a program of the Community Treatment 
Center as instructed until discharge by the Center Director, but no later than 120 
days from admission. The parolee was released to reside with his wife and mother 
in Antioch, California. 

There was no record of officer-initiated contacts with law enforcement in 1988 
and no verification of sex offender registration. 

1989 

The parolee reported to the probation office on 2-24. It is noted that the parolee is very happy 
with adjustment at home and on the job (2-24). 

Counseling was set up with a new therapist upon the parolee's release from the facility. The 
parolee commenced counseling in February 1989 (2-24). 

Over the first 6 months of supervision, the probation officer saw the parolee once in the office, 
once at the job site, and conducted the initial home visit on 6-20. During the home visit, the 
officer met with the parolee's mother and the parolee. 

The parolee s risk level as shown in the SFS-8J was a 6, which would have placed 
him in the high-activity supervision level. The minimum contact standards called 
for six personal contacts during that time. 
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The parolee was actively participating in mental health treatment. The officer staffed the 
parolee's case with the therapist twice in the initial 6 months of supervision (4-24 & 6-7). 

Over the second 6 months of supervision, the officer had ongoing contact with the treatment 
provider and, during staffings on 7-18 and 8-18, documented concern that the parolee possibly 
was taking medication that was not prescribed for him. The officer reported on 7-18 that the 
parolee had reported that he was taking Mellaril for his migraines and Tylenol with codeine for a 
foot injury. The parolee informed the therapist that he was seeing a private doctor while also 
seeing another doctor at Kaiser for his migraines, The officer noted concerns that the parolee 
may have been obtaining non-prescribed medications at the nursing home where he was 
employed. The therapist agreed to set up a reevaluation with a psychiatrist (7- 1 8). 

There was no documentation that (he probation officer followed up on the 
concerns (hat the parolee was taking medications that were not prescribed for 
him. 

The officer completed and submitted the initial case plan on 8-10. The case plan indicated that 
the parolee had a Salient Factor Score of 6. The case plan stated that the officer would have 
monthly contact with the parolee and the service provider. It also indicated that the parolee 
would always be a risk to third parties. 

The parolee was seen by a psychiatrist. The officer noted that the parolee may need medication 
and that the therapist's treatment approach was correct (8- 1 0). The officer received information 
regarding the appointment through the therapist, not from the psychiatrist directly. 

During an office visit on 8-14, the officer told the parolee about the State of California's 
requirement for sex offender registration. See: Appendix B, Federal Statutory Changes Related 
to Sex Offender Registration. 

The chronological record contained no further information as to whether or not 
the parolee complied with this requirement. There was no documentation to 
indicate that the officer verified the parolee 'ssex offender registration. 

The officer conducted a home visit on 8-16-89 and saw the parolee and his mother. The parolee 
gave the probation officer the name of his private doctor. 

The parolee submitted two diluted specimens in August 1989. Staffing with the therapist 
indicated that she believed the parolee "is close to going off (8-23). 

The probation officer did not have personal contact with the parolee until Dec. L 

The officer sent a request for psychiatric and medical records to the Federal Bureau of Prisons for 
further information regarding the parolee's medications for migraine headaches and psychiatric 
care (8-23). 
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The officer followed up with the parolee's employer regarding the accusation of sexual 
harassment. The employer advised the officer that three females had reported that they were 
nervous around the parolee and that the parolee three times had approached females about going 
out with him. No physical contact had been reported. The employer advised that she wanted to 
keep the parolee employed (9-28). 

The officer maintained ongoing contact with the parolee's therapist during September and 
October 1989. The therapist reported to the officer that the parolee had tested positive for speed 
[methamphetamine] on 9-22 and had admitted to using it for about a month. He also had told the 
therapist that he had used marijuana since his release and admitted to flushing his system (10-5). 
The therapist reported an additional positive test for speed on 1 0- 1 0, but advised that she 
believed that since everything was coming out in the open, a positive outcome of continued 
treatment could be expected ( 1 0- 1 0). 

Despite the issues and concerns at the parolee 's place of employment, the diluted 
urine specimens, and the two positive test results, there was no information in the 
records that the probation officer saw the parolee from 8- 16-89 to 12-1-89, 
Furthermore, the file contained no documentation to indicate that the officer 
reported the violations to the Parole Commission. 

The officer conducted a home visit on 12-1-89. but no specific information about the visit was 
noted in the chronological entry. 

There was no documentation of contacts with law enforcement in 1989 and no 
verification of sex offender registration. 

1990 

The probation officer continued ongoing contact with the therapist. The officer and the therapist 
again discussed a problem with a female at the parolee's place of employment. The therapist 
relayed to the officer that the parolee had been giving unwanted attention to another female and 
that the female subsequently quit (1-12). The officer attempted to contact the parolee on 1 -24 at 
work and at home but made no direct contact. 

The parolee reported to the probation office on 2-5. The parolee advised that he was going to 
look for other employment as he was tired of working with all women. He advised that 
everything else was going well (2-5). 

The probation officer submitted an updated case plan on 2-7, documenting that the parolee 
remained on high-activity supervision. The case plan highlighted three drug positives, none of 
which were reported to the Parole Commission. The case plan also documented that the 
probation officer had told the parolee to register as a sex offender. 

The parolee was seen in the office in February and told the probation officer that he was training 
to sell water purifiers and would be selling this product in people's homes (2-22). 
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The chronological record made no mention of any concerns regarding 
foreseeable third-party risk 

During the March office visit the officer asked if the parolee had registered with the state. The 
parolee told the officer that he had registered (3-2). 

Although the officer directed the parolee to register as a sex offender, there was 
no documentation that the officer verified that the parolee complied. 

The officer directed the parolee to notify his new employer about his rape and kidnaping 
conviction by 3-9 (3-2). 

There was no follow-up chronological entry indicating that the officer verified 
that the parolee complied. 

There was no documentation of contact from April-June 1990. 

In July 1990, the officer held a meeting with the therapist and the parolee, and decreased the 
parolee's urine specimens to weekly (Phase If) (7-10). 

(n a telephone contact, the parolee told the officer that he had taken a job selling products door- 
to-door. The paroJee reported that he had told his employer about his conviction (8- 13). 

The record contained no documentation regarding the potential risk related to 
(his kind of employment and no verification that the employer knew about the 
parolee 's offense. 

The therapist reported to the probation officer that the parolee tested positive for speed 
[methamphetamine] on 8-6. The officer increased the parolee's drug-testing requirements to six 
specimens per month (Phase I) (8- 1 5). The officer discussed the case in detail with the therapist 
in August, highlighting the issue of drug use and the danger the parolee presented to the 
community (8-22). 

There was no documented change in supervision activities related to the parolee 's 
drug use or the concern about the danger he presented to (he community. 

The parolee's previous supervisor from the nursing home reported that the parolee had been 
contacting nursing home employees looking for drugs (1 1-2). 

There was no documented follow-up by the officer with the parolee. 

According to the case plans contained in the file, the probation officer submitted a case plan on 
12-5-90, indicating that the last personal contact was 8-13-90, that the last home visit was 12-1- 
89, and that the parolee posed no third-party risk if he was in counseling and taking his 
medication. The supervisor responded that the parolee needed to be seen more frequently (12-5). 
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The chronological record showed no additional case staffings or follow-up by the 
officer or the supervisor to address the supervisor 's comment in the case plan (hat 
the parolee needed to be seen more frequently. There was no change in 
supervision activity. 

The probation officer had no face-to-face contact with the parolee from July to 
December 1990. Information about the parolee 's status, drug use, and 
adjustment was from the therapist and not through the officer 's direct contact 
with the parolee. 

There was no documentation of contacts with law enforcement in 1 990 and no 
verification of sex offender registration. 

1991 

In January 1991, the supervision of the parolee was transferred lo a different probation officer. 
The case transfer summary highlighted that the case required high-activity supervision, that the 
parolee was to be seen monthly, and that drug use was a danger for the parolee. 

Commencing with an office visit on 1-30, the probation officer directed the parolee to report 
weekly in person. The parolee began reporting more frequently and was seen in the office twice 
in February (2-6 and 2-15) and once in March (3-5) and had telephone contact with the officer in 
April (4-23). 

During the April telephone contact, the parolee remarked that he was anxious for the officer to 
conduct a home visit so that he could show the officer his new recording studio (4-23). 

The officer conducted a home visit on 5-15. The parolee and his wife were both present and took 
the officer on a tour of the home, including the recording studio. The officer documented that 
"everything looks ok for the present." 

The officer's contact with the therapist remained consistent, with no issues reported during 
contacts in February, April, June, and August. The parolee was seeing the therapist weekly. 

June 10, 1991 - Jaycee Dugard was kidnapped. 

The officer met with the parolee in the office in June (6-19), July (7-24), August (8-7), October 
(10-3), and November (1 1-5). During the office visit in August, the parolee reported that his 
wife had been pregnant and had opted to have an abortion (8-7). 

There was no indication in the record that the officer discussed this situation with 
the therapist on 8-14, and there was no further mention of an abortion. 

Nevada State Parole and Probation sent a letter requesting a current progress report on the 
parolee (1 1-21). The probation officer responded with a report advising that the parolee 
remained under the supervision of the office and "there have been no problems up to this point" 
(12-3). 
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The report failed to provide information about the parolee 's noncompliance and 
drug use. 

The officer conducted a home visit on 12-13. The home visit was documented as "short" since 
the parolee was taking his wife to work. The officer noted that the wife was u as cheerful as 
ever.' 1 

There was no documentation of contacts with law enforcement in 1991 and no 
verification of sex offender registration. 

1992 

The parolee reported for an office visit on 2-7 with no issues, but a staffing with the therapist on 
the same day revealed real concerns regarding the parolee's demeanor. The therapist scheduled a 
reevaluation with the psychiatrist for a review of the parolee's medications. 

There was no documentation regarding the psychiatric evaluation. Further, 
there was no report of any activity for more than 10 months (3-4-92 to 1-15-93). 

Nevada State Parole and Probation sent a letter requesting a current progress report on the 
parolee ( 1 0-20). The probation officer responded with a report advising that the parolee 
remained under the supervision of the office and stating, "He has been cooperating with our 
office with no major problems. He is employed with his mother, who runs a real estate office in 
Antiocru California. He is seen regularly by a mental health therapist and is on medication" (11- 
6). 

There was no documentation of contacts with law enforcement in 1 992 and no 
verification of sex offender registration. 

1993 

The parolee reported for office visits on 1-15 and 1-27, indicating that everything was the same. 

The parolee began missing appointments with the officer and the therapist. The officer attempted 
home visits on 2-1 1 and 2-23, neither of which resulted in contact with the parolee. 
The officer held a meeting with the parolee and the therapist on 3-1 regarding the parolee's 
compliance. The officer directed the parolee to report every other week commencing 3-10 (3-1). 

March 18, 1993 - The U.S. Parole Commission issued a warrant. The petition alleged that 
the parolee had failed to report to the probation officer as directed and had failed to report 
to the drug counselor for aftercare and submission to urine testing. 

April 1, 1993 - The parolee was arrested 

The Parole Commission placed the parolee on electronic monitoring. The parolee's electronic 
monitoring was from 5-10 to 9-6, with a third-party independent contractor, through the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons. All noncompliance regarding the electronic monitoring was responded to by 
the third-parry contractor. The contractor provided a progress report from 5-10 to 7-10, outlining 
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the parolee's overall progress during the reporting period. The report advised that the parolee 
had no problems except a missed office appointment on 6-3. 

The file contained no further reports for (he remainder of the parolee 's electronic 
monitoring period. 

On 7-28, the probation officer noted concern that "we are losing this guy' 1 and that the parolee 
again was having trouble with diluted drug tests, possible use of illegal substances, and not 
taking his prescribed medications, The officer noted that a violation was in order and that the 
potential danger to the community was high. 

No follow-up with the Parole Commission regarding these concerns was 
indicated in the file. 

The record indicated that the supervising officer was changed at some point in 
July or August 1993 

The new supervising officer confronted the parolee in the office about the parolee's drug use and 
positive test for methamphetamine on 7-26. The officer noted a problem locating the complete 
file on the parolee and stated that he was not sure if the parolee had tested positive previously 
and that he would make a determination regarding a violation after he received the past file 
information. The officer admonished the parolee for his drug use (8-1 1 ). 

September 6, 1993 - The Notice of Release and Arrival was issued by the Federal Bureau of 
Prisons. 

On 9-6, the parolee was released from the Federal Bureau of Prisons supervision 
and placed on parole supervision with the federal probation office in the Northern 
District of California. 

The officer had direct office contact with the parolee once in August (8-25) and once in 
September (9-10). 

There was no indication that the officer had contact with the parolee from 
October-December 1993, despite the concerns previously noted in the file. 

There was no documentation of contacts with law enforcement in 1993, no home 
inspection, and no verification of sex offender registration. 

1994 

The record did not indicate thai the officer had any contact with the parolee in 
January or February. The probation office had no direct contact with the parolee 
for 5 months (October 1993-February 1994), 

The parolee reported to the probation office on 3-16, stating that he had been experiencing side 
effects with lithium and was now taking Zoloft. He was actively under the care of a psychiatrist. 
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The officer stated in the file that he would be seeing the parolee biweekly (3-16). 

The record made no earlier mention of the parolee 's medication changes or the 
reasons for the medications. 

Over the next 8 months the officer saw the parolee six times in the probation office (3-28, 5-16, 
6-6,7-6, 9-7, and 10-26). 

There were two contacts with the therapist in 1 994 (4- 1 9 and 1 2- 1 3). Al I progress reports were 
positive. The therapist related the information about medications to the probation officer. The 
therapist reported that the parolee was taken off lithium but was still on other medications (4-19). 

There was no documentation of contacts with law enforcement in 199-1, no home 
inspection, and no verification of sex offender registration. 

1995 

The parolee visited the probation office twice in January (1-4 and I -25) and reported that things 
were going well. 

There was no contact documented in February-April. 

The officer attempted a home visit and an employment contact on 5-2; however, no contact was 
made with the parolee. Following the attempted home visit, the probation officer called and 
scheduled a visit for 5-4. During the home visit on 5-4, the officer documented that he 
''inspected the residence and found nothing out of the ordinary. 11 The officer also noted that the 
parolee was taking Cynex for attention deficit disorder and had continued to see his therapist, 

Nevada State Parole and Probation sent a letter requesting a current progress report on the 
parolee (5-26). The probation officer responded with a report advising that the parolee remained 
under the supervision of the office and ''has been compliant thus far," The report stated, 'The 
subject is seen on a bimonthly basis by this officer and has posed no problems thus far'* (6-6). 

There was no mention of the parolee 's noncompliance or drug use in (he report 
provided to Nevada State Parole and Probation. 

Over the next 7 months the officer saw the parolee three times in the office (7-26, 9-20. and 12- 
19) and once at home (9-29) with nothing unusual documented. The probation officer attempted 
to see the parolee at home on 1 1 -29; however, no one was home ( 1 1 -29). 

The parolee's counseling was terminated on 9-25. The documentation slated that the therapist 
believed the parolee was stable and not a danger to the community. 

There was no documentation of contacts with law enforcement in 1995, no home 
inspection, and no verification of sex offender registration. 
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1996 

Over the next year of supervision, the officer saw the parolee at the office three times (4-4, 7-12, 
and 11-12) and at his home on 2-6. During the home visit, the officer noted that he inspected the 
residence with "no contraband observed." 

Nevada State Parole and Probation sent a letter requesting a current progress report on the 
parolee (2-27). The probation officer responded to the report advising that the parolee remained 
under the supervision of the office and "has posed no problems thus far ... " The letter further 
advised that the parolee had been seeing a therapist and that on 9-25 the therapist had stated, "I 
do not feel he is a danger to the community." The letter advised that the parolee was taking 
Zoloft and Cylert to stabilize his mood swings and was seeing a psychiatrist monthly. The letter 
further stated the officer was seeing the parolee approximately every 2 to 3 months (3-5). 

On 7-12 the officer noted that the parolee was doing well and that the officer had moved the 
parolee to quarterly reporting. The parolee signed an authorization for release of information to 
allow the officer to talk to the psychiatrist. The parolee provided copies of prescriptions for 
Zoloft and Dexedrine (11-11). 

There was no documentation of contacts with law enforcement in 1996, no home 
inspection, and no verification of sex offender registration. 

1997 

The officer conducted a home visit on 5-3 and reported nothing unusual. The officer noted that 
the parolee had five pit bull dogs. Another home visit was conducted more than 6 months later 
on 11-16. The officer then noted that the parolee would only be seen as needed. 
Nevada State Parole and Probation sent a letter requesting a current progress report on the 
parolee (3-4). 

There was no documentation that the probation officer responded to the request 
from Nevada. 

In November 1997, the probation officer requested an evaluation by the parolee's treating 
psychiatrist. The psychiatrist provided a hand-written note stating, ''His prognosis is excellent . .. 
I do not suspect he will ever be at risk for violence." 

There was no documentation in the file to indicate any activity by the probation 
officer from November 1997 to August 1 998. There was no documentation of contacts with law 
enforcement in 1997, no home inspection, and no verification of sex offender registration. 

1998 

The officer attempted home visits on 6-24 and 8-18, but the parolee was not home, and contact 
was made with the parolee's mother instead. The parolee reported to the office as directed on 
8-26. A note in the file indicated that the parolee continued to do well and required minimal 
supervision. 
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in November 1998, there was a kidnaping and murder in Antioch. The probation office 
responded by contacting local law enforcement and immediately contacting the parolee (11-17 
and 11-1 8). The probation officer attempted a home visit on 11-17, but no one answered the 
door. The probation officer left a note directing the parolee to the office on 11-18. The parolee 
reported to the office as directed (11-18). The officer followed up with law enforcement and with 
the parolee's psychiatrist (1 1-16, 11-18, 11-19, and 11-23). Law enforcement later advised in 
that the parolee was not a suspect (2-5-99). 

There was no documentation of a successful home inspection, and no verification 
of sex offender registration in 1998. 

1999 

March 9, 1999 - The parolee received an early discharge from federal parole. 

The parolee was released from parole on 3-9 at the recommendation of the U.S. Probation Office 
in the Northern District of California, in accordance with Parole Commission policy. The 
Certificate of Early Termination stated "After a thorough review of your case, the Commission 
has decided that you are deserving of an early discharge. You are commended for having 
responded positively to supervision and for the personal accomplishment(s) you have made. The 
Commission trusts that you will continue to be a productive citizen and obey the laws of 
society. 

Nevada State Parole and Probation sent a letter requesting a current progress report on the 
parolee (5-10). The probation officer responded with a report advising that the parolee had been 
discharged from supervision (5-20). 

// appears that the probation officer never verified that Garrido registered with 
the State of California as a sex offender. 



ASSESSMENT OF SUPERVISION 

There are many troubling issues with respect to how the probation officers supervised Phillip 
Garrido, including significant gaps in the chronological record that suggest little or no activity. 
Particularly significant is the lack of visits to Garrido's residence. For the most part, the 
probation officers who supervised the offender either saw him in the office or relied upon the 
treatment provider for information about his status. 

While correctly categorizing Garrido as **high activity," the probation officers who handled this 
case over more than 10 years visited him at his residence perhaps 10 or 11 times. In three of the 
years (1 990, 1992, and 1994) it does not appear that an officer went to the residence even once. 
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There was an attempted home visil on 1 2- 1 3- 1 99 1 , 6 months after Jaycee Dugard was kidnapped, 
but it appears that Garrido cut the visit short, saying that he was just leaving to take his wife to 
work. There was no follow-up attempt to visit Garrido at home. Instead, all contact with the 
offender took place in the probation office for the next 3 years. This includes the time that 
Garrido's parole was violated for failure to report to this treatment provider and he was placed on 
home confinement for 120 days (apparently, a Bureau of Prisons contractor installed the 
electronic monitoring equipment and monitored Garrido's compliance). Based on an examination 
of the case records, it appears that 40 months elapsed from the attempted home visit on 12-13- 
1991 to the next home visit on 5-2-1995. 

It does not appear that the probation officer ever verified that Garrido had registered as a sex 
offender, instead relying on the offender's representation that he had done so. It also does not 
appear that the probation officer made collateral contacts with neighbors and local law 
enforcement officers. A report from the victim of the 1977 kidnapping and rape that she had 
seen Garrido on the street in November 1988 was dismissed by the probation officer as 
''hysteria.' 1 There was inadequate follow up to instances of women at Garrido's place of 
employment feeling "nervous" around him. The offender was even allowed to work for a time as 
a door-to-door salesman, despite the obvious risk to third parties. 

Communications with Nevada State Parole and Probation officials were perfunctory and actually 
misleading, with confirmed illegal drug use being glossed over with summaries such as "He has 
been cooperating with our office with no major problems," or "The subject is seen on a 
bimonthly basis by this officer and has posed no problems thus far." 
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POLICY IN EFFECT AFTER GARRIDO'S PAROLE TERMINATION 

In January 2000, 7 months after Garrido's parole was terminated, the Director of the AOUSC 
appointed an ad hoc supervision working group to update the 1991 version of Monograph 109 to 
reflect statutory changes over the 9 years since the last update. The group also was asked to 
incorporate research in the field of community corrections that demonstrated effectiveness in 
reducing recidivism and promoting the successful reentry of offenders in the community. 

After 3 years of work that involved the collaboration of chiefs, deputy chiefs, supervisors, senior 
officers, and line officers from 40 districts, the revised Monograph 109 retained the emphasis on 
purposeful supervision based on individual assessments, but placed added emphasis on: 

Desired outcomes and goals of supervision; 

Ongoing collaboration between officers, supervisors, and officer specialists to 
improve assessment or risk and risk-related needs: 

Reentry planning before the offender's release from Bureau of Prisons custody; 

Home inspection during the initial assessment and more field work generally; 

Collaboration with others in the community (including law enforcement); 

• A two-pronged approach to both control and reduce risk; and 

A focus on continued success beyond the period of supervision. 

To support this policy change, the AOUSC released a national automated case plan and 
chronological records system. These features allowed for improved record keeping and case 
management across the country. 

After the major update to Monograph 109 in 2003, there were several updates that retained the 
emphasis on individualized, tailored approaches to supervision. These updates are described in 
the following section. 
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POLICY IN EFFECT CURRENTLY 
Supervision of Federal Offenders (Monograph i 09) 

Supervision of Federal Offenders, Monograph 109, adopted by the Judicial Conference of the 
United States in March 2008, contains the most current policies guiding the supervision of 
federal offenders by probation officers. The most significant change in this version of the 
monograph was the addition of a new chapter titled "Supervision of Offenders with Treatment 
Services Needs." 

The current monograph gives specific direction to officers regarding their role in verifying sex 
offenders' compliance with state and local sex offender registry requirements. It also indicates 
that officers must comply with 1 8 U.S.C. § 4042( c), which requires the probation office to 
provide information to the chief Jaw enforcement officer of the state and local jurisdiction in 
which the sex offender resides and to a state or local agency responsible for receiving or 
maintaining sex offender registration information. 

The monograph provides specific guidance regarding supervision of sex offenders in the areas c 
evaluation, monitoring and intervention (including how to address perceived risk), and sex- 
offense specific treatment. In addition to addressing issues specific to supervising sex offenders 
the monograph addresses supervision practices for high-risk offenders. 

Treatment Services Statement of Work 

Since fiscal year 1 996, the national statement of work officers use to contract for treatment 
services has included detailed descriptions of services related to the treatment and management 
of sex offenders. In addition to individual and group counseling, authorized services include 
polygraphs and plethysmographs. Since the federal probation and pretrial services system begai 
using specialized sex offender treatment, the AOUSC has continued to modify and enhance the 
statement of work for sex offense- related services as research has continued to focus on 
managing the sex offender as the means to reduce recidivism. 

Initial Probation and Pretrial Services Officer Training 

Since 2007, newly appointed probation and pretrial services officers have completed a 6-week 
new officer training program at the AOUSC's National Training Academy in South Carolina. 
During this program, officers receive training in various investigation and supervision policies 
and procedures, including a 4-hour block of instruction dedicated to sex offenders. For 
experienced officers, the Federal Judicial Center offers training on sex offenders through its 
Special Needs Offenders Series bulletins and broadcasts. These include: Special Needs 
Offenders: An Overview of Sex Offenders in the Federal System (October 1998); Special Meeds 
Offenders: FCI Butner Sex Offender Treatment Program, Parts One and Two (December 2000 
and March 2001); and Special Needs Offenders: Sex Offenders Update (December 2002). 
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CURRENT PRACTICES IN THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF CALIFORNIA 
PROBATION OFFICE 

The new management of the probation office has undertaken a major overhaul of supervision 
practices in the district, and has established district standards to supplement national standards 
and hold probation officers more accountable. As a first step, all probation officers reviewed 
each of their cases and classified them based on their scores on the Risk Prediction Index (RPI). 
Each case was then designated high, medium, low, or administrative activity based on the RPI 
score. The second step involved training both supervisors and officers on how to properly 
enforce the standards. As a third step, probation management will evaluate the new standards at 
the end of fiscal year 20 1 0. 

Other steps have been implemented, including a requirement that probation officers with 
caseloads perform a minimum of 32 hours of field work each month. Officers have been directed 
to investigate and report noncompliance to the court immediately. The office has also performed 
several high-intensity field projects focused on addressing noncompliance issues with the highest 
risk offenders. 

The probation office also created a Computer Internet Monitoring Program(CIMP) and promoted 
three officers to the position of Special Offender Coordinators. Two of these officers have been 
trained to operate a forensic lab and perform forensic inspections of computers where there is a 
special search condition. The third officer will serve as a treatment program specialist for sex- 
offenders. 

The probation office has a sex offender working group that includes all officers who supervise 
sex offenders. They meet quarterly to discuss patterns, strategies, and other supervision issues. 
Additionally, officers have been trained on how to perform community observation (surveillance) 
and use all available databases provided by the AOUSC. 

Four classes of active supervision cases have been established in the probation office: High, 
Medium, Low, and Administrative. A fifth category exists of inactive Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement cases where deportation has been verified and warrant cases. Ideally, a generalist 
probation officer will not have more than 5 to 10 percent of his or her caseload categorized as a 
high-activity case. Specialists, who have smaller caseloads, will obviously have a higher 
percentage. The majority of a generalists caseload will be made up of medium-activity cases with 
probation officer assistants having the majority of low-activity and administrative cases. See: 
Appendix C, Post-Conviction Supervision Standards, Northern District of California. 
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POTENTIAL NATIONAL POLICY CHANGES 

Policy development and improvement is a continual process. The AOUSC's Office of Probation 
and Pretrial Services (OPPS) has been looking at policies related to general supervision practices 
and the management of sex offenders in reference to research-driven decision-making. As a 
result of this continual evaluation and improvement, the following changes are under 
consideration and will be submitted to the Criminal Law Committee in 201 1 . 

Supervision Practices 

In July 2008, the AOUSC Director appointed the ad hoc Sex Offender Management Working 
Group-made up of 16 probation and pretrial services officers and specialists and staff from the 
Federal Judicial Center and the OPPS--to update policies related to the supervision of sex 
offenders. 

The working group has set a goal to develop enhanced sex offender management policies in the 
areas of pretrial services, presentence investigations, and post-conviction supervision. It also has 
collaborated with the Location Monitoring Working Group to address specific risk control 
activities for high-risk and violent offenders. 

The working group has focused on sex offender supervision practices using the widely accepted 
"Containment Model." The model requires the officer, in supervising someone classified as a 
sex offender, to be involved with local and community law enforcement, specialized sex offense 
treatment personnel, polygraph examiners, and community support networks. The proposed 
policy gives the officer guidance in such areas as: 

Disclosing information to third parties; 

Initiating risk management strategies; 

Identifying dynamic and static risk factors; 

Supervising high-risk offenders; 

Supervising offenders of undetermined risk; 

Using computer monitoring and forensics; 

Assessing reasonable risk versus specific third-party risk; 

• Collaborating with community support networks; 

• Using search and seizure appropriately; 

• Using specialized sex offense treatment; and 

• Using the polygraph as a supervision tool. 

Assuming that the proposed policy is approved by the Criminal Law Committee and the Judicial 
Conference, a comprehensive training program will accompany the implementation of the new 
policy guidance in 20 1. 1 . The AOUSC plans to offer regional training seminars, a national 
conference, and an updated curriculum at the National Training Academy to help officers 
understand and implement the new policy. 
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Search and Seizure 

The Judicial Conference of the United States issued Model Search and Seizure Guidelines in 
1993. Those guidelines, which were in effect during the federal supervision of Philip Garrido, 
disfavored searches and were silent on when a search may be appropriate. 

New guidelines were approved by the Judicial Conference in September 2010. The new 
guidelines recognize searches as an appropriate supervision tool when less intrusive methods 
would not adequately protect the public. The guidelines provide for new reporting procedures, 
training and set out specific factors for probation officers to consider when recommending, 
initiating, or conducting a search. Training on the new search guidelines will begin during 201 1 . 
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Appendix A 

TIME LINE OF LEGAL EVENTS SURROUNDING PHILLIP GARRIDO 

(Underlined dates indicate that the events transpired while Garrido was under federal 
supervision.) 



May 1970 
March 1972 

April 1972 

November 1976 
December 1976 
March 1977 

April 1977 

April 1 977- January 1988 
January 1988 

January- August 1988 
August 1988 

December 16, 1988- 
June 10, 1991 



Phillip Garrido is convicted of possession of marijuana and LSD. 
He receives probation, 

Garrido is convicted of possession of marijuana and visiting a 
place where drugs are used. He receives 90 days jai I and 
probation. 

Garrido is arrested for Contributing to the Delinquency of a Minor, 
Possible Rape, and Adult Providing Dangerous Drugs to a Minor. 
Case is dismissed for ''furtherance of justice. 11 

Garrido is arrested for kidnapping (the federal offense) and rape in 
Reno, Nevada. 

Garrido is charged with Rape and Kidnapping for a crime that 
allegedly occurred in El Dorado County, California, in June 1976. 

Garrido is convicted on federal kidnapping charges stemming from 
the November 1 976 arrest. He is sentenced to 50 years 
imprisonment. 

Garrido is convicted of forcible rape by State of Nevada. He is 
sentenced to 5 years to life. 

Garrido is incarcerated in federal prison. 

Garrido is paroled from federal prison and transferred to the 
Nevada Department of Prisons. 

Garrido is incarcerated in Nevada State Prison. 

Garrido is paroled from Nevada State Prison and placed in a 
community treatment center under the jurisdiction of the Federal 
Bureau of Prisons. 

Garrido is supervised by the U.S. Probation Office - CA/N 

Garrido allegedly kidnaps Jaycee Dugard from South Lake Tahoe, 
California. 
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March 18, 1993 

April 1, 1993 
May 10, 1993 

September 6, 1993 

March 9, 1999 

June 8, 1999 

June 9, 1999 
April 14, 2008 
August 26, 2009 



Garrido fails to comply with drug testing, treatment, and 
appointments with the probation officer. U.S. Parole Commission 
issues a warrant at the request of the probation office. 

Garrido is arrested on the U.S. Parole Commission warrant. 

Garrido is placed on 120 days of electronic monitoring (Radio 
Frequency; administered by third-party contractor through the 
Federal Bureau of Prisons) 

Garrido is released back to the supervision of the Northern District 
of California probation office. 

U.S. Parole Commission terminates Garrido's federal parole 
supervision early. 

State of California begins parole supervision of Garrido per 
interstate compact with State of Nevada. 

Garrido registers with the State of California as a sex offender. 

State of California begins GPS monitoring of Garrido. 

Garrido and his wife are arrested for kidnaping and sexually 
assaulting Jaycee Dugard. 
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Appendix B 

FEDERAL STATUTORY CHANCES RELATED TO SEX OFFENDER 
REGISTRATION 

1994 - Jacob Wetterling Crimes Against Children and Sexually Violent Offender Registration 
Act - Enacted as a part of the Omnibus Crime Bill of 1994, this Act: 

* Established guidelines for states to track sex offenders. 

Required slates to track sex offenders by confirming their place of residence 
annually for 10 years after their release into the community or quarterly for the 
rest of their lives if the sex offender was convicted of a violent sex crime. 

1996 - Megan's Law - During the mid-1990's, every state, along with the District of Columbia, 
passed a Megan's Law. In January 1 996, Congress enacted the federal Megan s Law that: 

Provided for public dissemination of information from states' sex offender 
registries. Information collected under slate registration programs could be 
disclosed for any purpose permitted under a state law. 

• Required state and local law enforcement agencies to release relevant information 
necessary to proteci the public about persons registered under a state registration 
program established under the Jacob Wetterling Crimes Against Children and 
Sexually Violent Offender Registration Act. 

1996 - Pam Lychner Sex Offender Tracking and Identification Act of 1996 - This Act: 

Required the Attorney General to establish a national database (the National Sex 
Offender Registry, or NSOR) by which the FBI could track certain sex offenders. 

Mandated certain sex offenders living in a slate without a minimally sufficient sex 
offender registry program to register with the FBI. 

Required the FBI to periodically verify the addresses of the sex offenders to whom 
the Act pertains. 

Allowed for the dissemination of information collected by the FBI necessary to 
protect the public to federal, state, and local officials responsible for law 
enforcement activities or for running background checks pursuant to the National 
Child Protection Act (42 U.S.C. §51 19, el. seq ). 

Set forth provisions relating to notification of the FBI and state agencies when a 
certain sex offender moved to another state, 
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1997 - Jacob Wetterling Improvements Act - Passed as part of the Appropriations Act of 1998, 

this Act took several steps to amend provisions of the Jacob Wetterling Crimes Against 
Children and Sexually Violent Offender Registration Act, the Pam Lychner Sex Offender 
Tracking and Identification Act, and other federal statutes. This Act: 

Changed the way in which state courts make a determination about whether a 
convicted sex offender should be considered a sexually violent offender to include 
the opinions not just of sex offender behavior and treatment experts, but also of 
victims rights advocates and law enforcement representatives. 

Allowed a state to impart the responsibilities of notification, registration, and FBI 
notification to a state agency beyond each state's law enforcement agency, if the 
state so chose. 

Required registered offenders who change their state of residence to register under 
the new state's laws. 

Required registered offenders to register in the states where they worked or went 
to school if those states were different from their state of residence. 

Directed states to participate in the National Sex Offender Registry. 

• Required each state to set up procedures for registering out-of-state offenders, 
federal offenders, offenders sentenced by court martial, and non-resident offenders 
crossing the border to work or attend school. 

Allowed states the discretion to register individuals who committed offenses that 
did not include the Act's definition of registerable offenses. 

Required the Bureau of Prisons to notify state agencies of released or paroled 
.federal offenders. 

* Required the Secretary of Defense to track and ensure registration compliance of 
offenders with certain UCMJ convictions. 

1 998 - Protection of Children from Sexual Predators Act - This Act: 

Directed the Bureau of Justice Assistance to carry out the Sex Offender 
Management Assistance (SOMA) program to help eligible states comply with 
registration requirements. 

Prohibited federal funding to programs that gave federal prisoners access to the 
Internet without supervision. 
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2000 - Campus Sex Crimes Prevention Act - Passed as part of the Victims of Trafficking and 
Violence Protection Act, this Act: 

Required any person who was obligated to register in a state's sex offender 
registry to notify the institution of higher education at which the sex offender 
worked or was a student of his or her status as a sex offender; and to notify the 
same institution if there was any change in his or her enrollment or employment 
status. 

Required that the information collected as a result of this Act be reported 
promptly to local law enforcement and entered promptly into the appropriate state 
record systems. 

Amended the Higher Education Act of 1965 to require institutions obligated to 
disclose campus security policy and campus crime statistics to also provide notice 
of how information concerning registered sex offenders could be obtained. 

2003 - Prosecutorial Remedies and Other Tools to end (he Exploitation of Children Today 
(PROTECT) Act - This Act: 

Required states to maintain a web site containing registry information, and 
required the Department of Justice to maintain a web site with links to each state 
web site. 

Authorized appropriations to help defray state costs for compliance with new sex 
offender registration provisions. 

2006 - Adam Walsh Child Protection and Safety Act - This Act: 

• Created a new baseline standard for jurisdictions to implement regarding sex 
offender registration and notification. 

Expanded the definition of "jurisdiction" to include 212 federally-recognized 
Indian Tribes, of whom 1 97 have elected to start up their own sex offender 
registration and notification systems. 

Expanded the number of sex offenses that must be captured by registration 
jurisdictions to include all state, territory, tribal, federal, and UCMJ sex offense 
convictions, as well as certain foreign convictions. 

Created the Office of Sex Offender Sentencing, Monitoring, Apprehending, 
Registering, and Tracking (SMART Office) within the Department of Justice, 
Office of Justice Programs, to administer the standards for sex offender 
notification and registration, administer the grant programs authorized by the 
Adam Walsh Act, and coordinate related training and technical assistance. 
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Established a Sex Offender Management Assistance (SOMA) program within the 
Justice Department. 

2007 - Department of Justice, Office of the Attorney General, Applicability of the Sex Offender 

Registration and Notification Act (SORNA) (28 CFR, Part 72), February 28, 2007 
- Federal regulation passed to specify that SORNA's registration requirements are 
retroactive. 

2008 - Keeping the Internet Devoid of Predators Act (KIDS Act) October 1 3, 2008 - This Act: 

Amended SORNA to require registration jurisdictions to register Internet 
Identifiers. 

Exempted Internet Identifiers from disclosure on any registration jurisdiction's 
public sex offender registry website. 
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Appendix C 

POST-CONVICTION SUPERVISION STANDARDS, NORTHERN DISTRICT OF 
CALIFORNIA (as provided by the Northern District of California) 

Overview 

There are four classes of active supervision cases in the NDCA- High. Medium. Low and Admin, 
A fifth category exists of inactive cases. These are ICE cases where deportation has been verified 
as well asAvarrant cases, ideally a generalist officer will not have more lhan 5- 1 0% of his or her 
caseload categorized as a high activity case. Specialists, with their lower caseload numbers, etc. 
will obviously have a higher percentage. The majority of a generalises caseload will be made up 
of medium activity cases with POAs having the vast majority of low activity and Admin cases. 

High Activity Cases 

Definition: All sex offenders, active gang members, offenders with severe mental health or 
substance abuse problems, active home confinement cases, and other cases as needed. After one 
year on supervision, case can be reclassified by the SUSPO and USPC) depending on 
performance. 

Activities: Personal or collateral contact 6 times in 6 months, at least four in the field. Attempts 
do not count. Standard supervision activities, i.e., case plans per 109, rap sheet review, treatment 
referrals, testing, etc.). 

Medium Activity 

Definition: Medium Risk offenders- all felony title 21 offenses not categorized as high activity, 
those with RPls 5 and higher not categorized as high activity. All offenders actively in treatment 
that are not high activity. Would be the majority of a generalises caseload. 

Activities: Personal or collateral contact 4 times in 6 months, at least 2 of which are in the field. 
Attempts do not count, (standard supervision activities, ie., case plans per 109, rap sheet review, 
treatment referrals, testing, etc.) 

Low Activity 

Definition: Low risk offenders, i.e. those with RPls of 2 and below. Offender who has 
demonstrated compliance during supervision, satisfied treatment conditions, making regular 
payments on fine/restitution, working on CSW. offense did not involve crime of violence or 
firearm. Cases with high RPls, history of violence, etc. are generally not eligible. Exceptions can 
be approvad by SUSPO and USPO. Would generally be supervised by a POA. 

Activities: Personal or collateral contact two times every 6 months. Preferably in the field. 
Offenders should not actively be in treatment, other standard supervision activities would apply. 
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Administrative Activity 

Definition: Low Intensity Cases as defined in Monograph 109 

Activities: Minimal activities- no case plan after designated as Administrative Case. Periodic 
record checks, review of MSRs, etc. Supervised by a POA. 

Re-Entry Duties and expectations 

- USPO meets with Inmate prior to release to activate the case, generally 120 days prior to 
release. If not releasing from RRC, documents reviewed 30 days prior to release. 

- At least one subsequent face to face 1 0-60 days prior lo release lo verify release plan and 
address issues 

- Upon release, USPO meets with offender within 5 working days of release and conditions arc 
reviewed. If treatment is needed, it is set up at this time. ICSP interview done 

- ICSP is completed within 30 days of release (60 days allowed if the offender arrives at RRC 
less than 30 days prior to release). 

Classification and Reclassification 

A case will be classified as high, medium, low, or admin activity level at the time the Initai Case 
Plan is finalized. The USPO will recommend the activity level with SUSPO approval. The 
activity level will be documented with a canned chrono so that reports can be generated from 
PACTS using the chrono code. 

A case can have its activity level re-classified during the case planning process or when 
appropriate and agreed upon by the POA/USPO and SUSPO. 

Violation behavior involving new criminal activity will automatically move a case from Admin 
Activity level to either low, medium or high activity level depending on the circumstances. 

Standard supervision duties and expectations- Initial and revised case plans completed and 
submitted on time by USPO/POA 

- Initial case plans reviewed and finalized by SUSPO within 2 weeks of submission 

- Home inspection of residence for new releases completed within 30 days of commencing 
supervision. 

- Violation behavior reported to the court in a timely manner per chapter V of Monograph 1 09 

- Offenders referred into treatment/testing per treatment policy/guidelines. Deviations from 
guidelines will be supported in chronos and other supporting documentation, i.e., TCUDS. 
Waivers of requirement to test/participate in treatment staffed with SUSPO and chronoed. 
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- Chronos updated as needed. Generally within 72 hours of action. 

- Home inspection of new residence (move) completed within 30 days. 

- All offenders orientated to conditions of release/probat ion/parole within 5 days of release unless 
holidays/weekends/offender travel from BOP make this impossible. Orientation then completed 
ASAP. 

- Rap sheets reviewed via ATLAS after first 6 months on supervision, and annually thereafter. 
Final review 60 days prior to expiration. 

- Third party risk re-evaluated when there is a change in residency, employment, or significant 
changes in personal relationships. 

- MSRs reviewed, changes noted, and receipt is chronoetl in PACTS by 20th of the month. 

- HC/Location monitoring conditions implemented within 1 5 working days of condition being 
added/supervision started. 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 




Merch IS, 1993 



U« Parole Coiffimi'S 5ion 
525 Grrffin StraeE, Sulr.8 S10 
Dallas, TX 71202-5097 

HE: QAflRlDO, PftWp 

Reg No 36377^3B 

fflftWIlAfIT ggQUHII 

Tha I Cove pamJie has been under ihft supervisor ihia office since his re4ea» «rom 
Sfidfiral cus^cdv an December 16, He n*t an ex»ir«iican dan* of 2027. 

Up uot-i Mprqjii-nsTtH/ Two TantJn ago, tna irafOiw appvpred tp bo doing flonofjilly 
well He hes been in psvfiholGflicfji th&rapv since his fiesta and had eaaperated fully 
in a it asppcTJ his super vision. Hi had b«n prescribed iiihujm to tHnunaw mwd 
swings and he ap sealed lo be iak /ip ihe medical^on e% prescribed. 

woro rec^mfy fv% wife hut &e*n ceiifcna m cwcflHinfl scheduled appointment! wrm in* 
probei ion o f 1 1 ce f F c it i ng u en s port *tf&n p no b le mi . Ha hsfj sTindJnp appo j ntnien : 5 win 
Jh* undersigned every olh*p Wednearjjy, Numerous ficwnt vl*Us were unsuccessful 
due to no ariiwif ai th» door. The ramiPy ear was m ih* driveway *&ch time we 
jnempied tiome contact 

U I* alleged thai the parolee vk>laied par pie condisions as loitows: 

Cnarafi 1. That hevtoEated condifioo number 5 in tttflt on or about February 10, 1993 
h* fftied to rapgri Ed Ehe probnilon officer as ducted. 

Charge? Th 3T ^ violated conditio ritimtaaf 5 ,n that on or *oout F«tjruwy 26. 1991 
he 1***4 to repori 10 me probation officer BS dirtied 



OU0733 



Commissioner 



RE: GARRIDO, Phillip 



U. S. Parole Commission 
March 15, 1 993 
Page 2 

Charge 3. That he violated condition number 5 in that on or about March 10, 1993 
he failed to report to the probation officer as directed. 

Charge 4. That he violated a special parole condition in that he failed to report for 
urinalysis testing as directed. 

Charge 5, That he violated a special condition of parole in that on or about March 1 2, 
1993 he failed to report for drug aftercare counseling as directed. 

The crime for which the parolee was sentenced was extremely violent and he poses 
a considerable risk to the community at this time. He has very serious psychological 
problems which increase the risk to the community. 

ft is recommended that a parole warrant be issued as soon as possible. 




SiAcerel 



. Probation Officer 




REVIEWED AND APPROVED BY: 




Supervising U. S. Probation Officer 
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4-1-93 Subj arrested by US Marshall. JJL 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COUHT 

DISTRICT OT 



IK iluuIE S lA T[ 

:um 554Hf« 
WAX 




Ui-i un 



14. 1993 



R£ GamdOi Phillip 
REG, m. 36377-136 



T.ie thifgts aeajnit M/. Gvr^o m wcbnoi violation! art he h« bwn lit ™*ody unce April ! t 

!W3 AtitisiuttiaJfy, Mr. Gim£o has Etkitras in I he community and has expressed extreme remorse and 
rr(t*t for SHnnuibA^itearortmcnUCKi&l vioEilknS- It |p5>raT3 lin iccrnt intaicrr»tiDci has hid ■ powerful 
and positive inipHicl on his. Accordingly, il 1st recommended that the parolee be rclcaud back lo Uieconimurufy 
al Uns eatliesi possible. l5m-c s *nd places on e Ire ironic 




RKVi!-.*TJD \N0 Ai^ROVI i. RV 




PROBATION OFFICER 
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U.S. Department of Justice 
United States Parole Corrmisslon 



525 Griffin StreeR £u ige (820 V p 
Dallas. Texas 75202 " ' " 

April 30 , 1993 ]'<}] 

Warden J' -' >- ■' - 

FDC Dublin f - 

Ret GARRIDO, Phillip 

Reg. No. 36377-136 

Dear Sir: 



Please withdraw the warrant issued on March 18, 1993 on the 
above-named subject, and return all materials to our office. 

Effective 04-29-93 , Commissioner Getty issued an order on 
the above named subject which reads; 

Release forthwith. Withdraw warrant dated March 18, 1993. 
Reinstate to supervision with the drug aftercare condition and 
electronic monitoring for 120 days. 

A copy of our Notice of Action is attached for your files. 
Your cooperation is appreciated, 



Sincerely , 



cc : 




Pi le/Chrono 

SO/mg 
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ATTACHMENT #12 
To view attachment #12 please go to: 

http://www.co.el-doradoxa.us/Government/ELDODA/Press Releases.aspx 

(attached to press release entitled "El Dorado County District Attorney's Office 
Findings Re Jaycee Lee Dugord Case") 
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916 2552757 =>.02/€>8_ 

jUM-ee-l999 »3--l INTERSTATE 



Fax Transmission 



Statt of Nevaha 




DIVISION OF PAROLE A ?ROBaT10 
(445 Hoi Sprtngfi Road Suite 104 
Carson City, NV 89710 
(77S) 687-5040 
Far; (775) 




To: 
Fax tf; 
From: 
Subjeti: 



CALIFORNIA LSC- PAHOLE Date: 6/3/99 




-NVISC 
iARRJDO, PHILLrP 



Pnges: ^including this cov^r sheet 



COMMENTS; Yesterday thus Dlvtrion requested emergency reporting instructions 
on the above subject but was denied by your Agency. Subject was 
supervised by U,S. District Parole and Probation in California since 
1/88. Since your agency does dot provide dual supervision our 
agency had to monitor the subject through his U.S. P&P Officer 
IVHHBMMr (Progress Report attached). Since granted parole the 
subject has complied with parole requirements and displayed a 
suble lifestyle. Subject has married and he is a self-employed 
graphics design artist and printer. According to Officer fMHPr 
(be business is legrtimaie and successful. Subject continue* to receive 
treatment and medication from a psychiatrist, Dr. ^^m^ 
(■■^ Due to subject's positive parole performance the U S. Parole 
Commission granted the subject an early termination from parole. 
The subject his continued to receive mental health treatment and 
reside at the same residence since 19fl8. Ordering the subject to 
return to Nevada to await acceptance from your state would be 
disruptive and unproductive for the subject who has managed to 
change his behavior. Please reconsider your decision. 



IQC T20TJN 



= 3 S 



■'.9S 



32 Qt 6fi*1-M-mj 



UNITED STATES DIS TRICT CpJRT 



J.1.EAMT' 

tuirE #i i- hi« 




1 5*4 Y/jiCM Ave 
Aoiiotft, CA 



Dear Mr. Girntfo 



ffcii tenet il iiiM£*d tcmlim iftf Ej? It Trrmuurion Q\ f&at lerm or Par me e((«u*e Marc fi 
9. 1999 You mEI hr Mypy id too* [hat you irt no tdn^t r obhuicn ft rtfidfi be the If. S 
Frofcuuon Office 

I wild la UunH *ca idr *wt rcrtpetiM rtfl Over iftrft CMr.od of tupr? v ftwt Jhd I HOpt ifck* vqu utlt 

tcratmuc fa do »efc 

I!' Jtirrt u anting *f Cj.n help va« mi« Jrs '.fcr future Ja ngi h^ruc taium *ur arf« 




St U S Prgtnuoa Offcti 




To the Nevada Parole Commission, 

This letter is to inform the Parole Commission that I Phillip Garrido 
was released from the Federal Sentence and all supervision completely. 

The reason for my release 26 years early; was due to the complete 
recovery and successful reorientation back into the community. 
Years of hard work went into this recovery. At this point every 
professional involved in my case recognized any further supervision 
would no longer be of any benefit to me, and so I was released back 
into the community under no supervision. 

At this point it is obvious to me and the professionals handling this 
case that I will receive no benefit from continued supervision, but in 
fact is nothing more than a poor reminder of what I have been told to 
put behind me, thus physiologically and realistically is of no further 
benefit to my success. 

I sign under duress, because of the threat that Nevada would for no 
other reason violate my parole. 

Bottom line is if Nevada would of been the one to supervise my parole 
it is now becoming obvious that they do not have the resources nor the 
desire to truly help people orientate back into society for under your 
present system I would have fallen through the cracks. On the other hand 
the Federal Government has the resources and stayed on my back until 
they were able to isolate a bi-chemical problem. 

So now after all this you're informing me the reason for this 
continued supervision is to help me back into society. Frankly your 
laws are outdated and need to be reviewed by professional 
psychologist and the Federal Government. 






A MKDfC.Vr. CORPORATION 



>** VCM J aJ R y a.v ft ^EU ft o t OC T 
lWlomajt Ajmrjuc** ooarj^of 





— • — " # ..Jo f/"rz 
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ATTACHMENT #14 



SPECIAL REPORT 

THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF 
CORRECTIONS AND REHABILITATION'S 
SUPERVISION OF PAROLEE PHILLIP GARRIDO 



OFFICE OF THE 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 

DAVID R. SHAW 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
NOVEMBER 2009 



David R, Shaw, Inspector General 




Office of the Inspector General 



November 4, 2009 



Matthew L> Gate, Secretary 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation 
1 5 1 5 S Street, Room 502 South 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Dear Mr. Cate: 

Enclosed is the Office of the Inspector Genera] 's special report of the California Department of 
Corrections and Rehabilitation's (department) parole supervision of parolee Garrido. We conducted 
this review under the authority of California Penal Code section 6126, which assigns the Office of the 
Inspector General responsibility for oversight of the department. 

The special report concludes that the department repeatedly failed to properly classify and supervise 
parolee Ganido during the decade it supervised him Throughout the course of its supervision of 
Garrido, we found that the department missed numerous opportunities to discover Garrido' s victims, 
who Garrido held captive in a concealed compound at the back of his residence. We discovered that 
the department also failed to properly supervise and train its parole agents responsible for Garrido. 
The special report further discloses significant wealoa esses in the department's current passive GPS 
monitoring program, which result in the program providing the public a false sense of security. 

We would like to thank you and your staff for the cooperation extended to my staff in completing this 
special report If you have any questions concerning this report, please contact Sam Dudkiewicz, 
Chief Assistant Inspector General, Bureau of Criminal Investigations, at (916) 830-3600. 



Sincerely, 




David R. Shaw 
Inspector General 



Enclosure 



Arnold Schwarzenegger* Governor 



P.O. Bex 348780, Sacramento, CA 95834-8780 Puum. (916) 830-3600 Fax (916) 928-599 fc 
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Executive Summary 

On June 10, 1991, federal parolee Phillip Garrido and his wife Nancy allegedly kidnapped 
] [-year-old Jaycee Dugard from South LakeTahoe, California. Over the course of the 
following 18 years, Garrido reportedly sexually assaulted Jaycee-fathering two children-while 
holding her captive on the grounds of his residence in Antioch, California. For many of 

those years, the California Department 
of Corrections and Rehabilitation's 
(department) parole division supervised 
Garrido. Despite numerous clues and 
opportunities, the department, as well as 
federal and local law enforcement, failed 
to detect Garrido's criminal conduct, 
resulting in the continued confinement 
and victimization of Jaycee and her two 
daughters. On August 26, 2009, Garrido 
and his wife were finally arrested for these 
heinous crimes, and Jaycee was reunited 
with her family. 



Findings in Brief 

The Office of the Inspector General finds 
that during the 10-year period the department 
supervised parolee Garrido, the department: 

• Failed to adequately classify and supervise 
Garrido. 

• Failed to obtain key information from federal 
parole authorities. 

• Failed to properly supervise parole agents 
responsible for Garrido. 

• Failed to use GPS information. 

• Provides the public a false sense of security 
with a passive GPS monitoring program 
that falls short of its potential, raising OIG's 
concerns about the department's current and 
future uses of GPS monitoring, 

• Ignored other opportunities to determine that 
Garrido was violating the terms of his parole. 

• Failed to refer Garrido for mental health 

assessment 

• Failed to train parole agents to conduct 
parolee home visits. 

• Missed opportunities to discover the existence 
of Garrido's three victims, including: 

° Failing to investigate clearly visible utility 
wires running from Garrido's house 
towards the concealed compound. 

° Failing to investigate the presence of a 12- 
year old female during a home visit. 

° Failing to talk to neighbors or local public 
safety agencies. 

° Failing to act on information clearly 
showing Garrido had violated his parole 
terms. 



In J 977. Garrido was convicted in state 
and federal court for kidnapping and 
repeatedly raping a 25-year-old female 
victim. The federal court sentenced 
him to 50 years for kidnapping while 
Nevada imposed a five years to life term 
for forcible rape. In January 1988, after 
serving 1 1 years of his federal sentence, 
the federal government paroled Garrido 
and released him to Nevada authorities 
to serve his state sentence. Seven months 
later, Nevada paroled Garrido, returning 
him to the jurisdiction of federal parole 
authorities to serve the remainder of his 
federal parole term. He resided at his 
mother's house in Antioch, California 
throughout the terms of his federal and 
state paroles. In March 1999, the federal 
government discharged Garrido from 
federal parole, returning him to the 
jurisdiction of Nevada parole authorities. 
In June 1 999, under the terms of an 
interstate parole compact, the department 
assumed parole supervision of Garrido on 
Nevada's behalf because Garrido resided 
in California. 
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On August 27, 2009, the day after the arrest of Garrido and his wife, the department held a 
press conference in which an official hailed the diligence of parole agents who had supervised 
Garrido. The official also proclaimed that Garrido had complied with his parole conditions, 
never receiving a violation. Other department officials have made similar public statements. 
While it is true that Garrido 's California parole was never officially violated, our review shows 
that Garrido committed numerous parole violations and that the department failed to properly 
supervise Garrido and missed numerous opportunities to discover his victims. 

The focus of this special report is limited to the department's parole supervision of Garrido. 
However, it should be noted that Garrido was on parole under the jurisdiction of federal parole 
authorities from August 1988 to January 1999. During that time, Garrido allegedly kidnapped 
Jaycee Dugard and sexually assaulted her, fathering two children. Federal parole authorities 
ajso failed to detect Garrido's criminal conduct and his victims. 

Recommendations 

In this special report, the Office of the Inspector General shines a public light on systemic 
problems that transcend parolee Garrido's case and jeopardize public safety. To address the 
deficiencies identified in this special report, the department should take the following actions: 

Parole Supervision 

• Enforce appropriate standards for parole agents to properly supervise assigned parolees and 
for parole supervisors to properly supervise parole agents. 

• Ensure that all sex offender parolees have been correctly assessed for their risks to re-offend 
using the department's revised assessment tool. 

• Require parole agents to obtain parole information from federal or other state parole 
authorities when a parolee has been recently supervised by these entities. 

• Establish a mechanism to obtain and share information with local public safety agencies. 
GPS Monitoring 

■ Develop and implement a comprehensive Global Positioning System (GPS) monitoring policy. 

" Move all sex offender parolees to the active GPS monitoring program, or significantly 
enhance the passive GPS monitoring program. 

■ Require parole agents to fully use the capabilities of the GPS monitoring system, such as 
establishing a zone to monitor parolees' compliance with conditions of parole that they not 
travel more than specified distances from their houses without prior approval. 

• Require parole agents to investigate, resolve, and record the resolution to all GPS system alerts. 
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Training 

• Provide training to its parole agents and supervisors on: 

° Using its GPS monitoring system to ensure that parolees comply with their conditions of 
parole and taking appropriate actions to ensure that parole agents use the system to enforce the 
conditions of parole. 

° Properly classifying parolees, including serious sex offenders. 

Conducting a parolee home inspection, including search techniques on how to be aware of 
clues to potential parole violations or other criminal behavior. 

° Contacting neighbors to obtain collateral information on parolee behavior. 

Referring parolees to mental health assessment when appropriate, 

• Implement a field training officer program to provide on-the-job training to parole agents 
after they complete the academy and have been assigned parole caseloads. 

California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation Response 

The department agrees that it needs to improve its parole system, describes its efforts to 
transform parole into a risk-based system of supervision, and makes reference to recent 
legislation that will become effective January 25, 2010, which will enable the department to 
reduce parole agent caseloads and supervisory span of control. 
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Introduction 



On June 10, 1991, in South LakeTahoe, at approximately 8:00 am, 1 1 -year-old Jaycee Dugard 
walked to a nearby bus stop under the observation of her stepfather. He observed a two-tone 
gray sedan, with an adult male and an adult female inside, travel by his house. The vehicle 
made a U-turn and moments later stopped near Jaycee. The female passenger grabbed Jaycee 
and pulled her into the vehicle. The vehicle then sped away. 

Over the course of the following 18 years and despite law enforcement efforts, Jaycee's 
whereabouts remained unknown until a series of events unraveled beginning August 24, 
2009. On that date, Phillip Garrido, along with two young females, went to the University 
of California (UC), Berkeley Police Department to obtain a permit for a campus event. 
The representative with whom Garrido spoke was alarmed by his peculiar behavior and the 
disquieting appearance of the girls. She asked Garrido to return the next day. 

Surprisingly, he did return on August 25 and met with the representative and a UC Berkeley 
police officer. The police officer, like the representative, had concerns about Garrido and 
the girls accompanying him. The officer stated that Garrido was rambling on and on about 
his religious beliefs, and that it sounded like a cult situation to hen According to the officer, 
Garrido appeared to have a mental illness, and if he was required to take medication, she said, 
it was apparent he was not. Because of his sex offender status, the officer was also concerned 
for the safety of the two young girls accompanying Garrido. The officer noted that the girls, 
who called Garrido "daddy," and whom Garrido referred to as his daughters, acted as if 
Garrido's strange behavior was normal. As a result, the officer called Garrido 's parole agent to 
report her meeting with Garrido and relay her concern. Unfortunately, the officer was unable to 
talk to the parole agent but left him a voicemail explaining her observations. 

Following up on the officer's information, Garrido's parole agent later that day went to 
Garrido's residence with another agent. The parole agents handcuffed Garrido and detained 
him outside the residence while they searched the house. The parole agents found Garrido's 
wife and mother in the residence but no one else. The agents then drove Garrido to the parole 
office for questioning. During the trip, Garrido explained that the girls who accompanied him 
to UC Berkeley were the daughters of a relative and that he had permission from their parents 
to take them to the university. Garrido told the parole agents that a parent had picked up the 
girts when he returned from UC Berkeley. 

At the parole office, Garrido's parole agent reviewed Garrido's parole file with a supervisor. 
Taking into account Garrido's cooperation, along with the information in Garrido's file and 
other information they obtained, the parole agent and supervisor determined that Garrido had 
not violated any conditions of his parole. A new condition had been instituted in Garrido's 
parole the month before, in July 2009, prohibiting Garrido from being in the presence of 
minors, but on August 25, the parole agent and supervisor decided that the condition didn't 
apply to Garrido because Garrido had no prior or current convictions involving minors. 
Accordingly, the parole agents returned Garrido to his house with instructions to report to the 
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parole office the following day to further discuss his visit to UC Berkeley and to follow up on 
the parole agent's concerns related to the young girls. 

The next morning, August 26, 2009, as Garrido arrived at the parole office, the parole agent 
spoke with the UC Berkeley police officer, thereby obtaining a more detailed description of her 
interaction with Garrido and her concern about the safety of the two young girls. The parole 
agent was surprised at the officer's description of the girls' relationship with Garrido because 
the agent believed that Garrido had no young children, 

As the parole agent was on the phone with the officer, he observed that Garrido was 
accompanied by his wife and three young girls. After completing his conversation with the 
officer, Garrido's parole agent wisely isolated the females-including Garrido's wife-to identify 
them. The oldest of the three young females identified herself as Alyssa, the second oldest as 
Angel, and the youngest as Starlet. During further questioning, Alyssa advised that she was 
the girls' mother The parole agent believed that Alyssa looked too young to be the mother and 
asked her age, Alyssa said that she was 29 years old, laughingly explaining that she often gets 
that comment and that people believe she is the girls' sister, 

As the parole agent continued his questioning, Alyssa and Garrido's wife became defensive 
and agitated, wanting to know why the parole agent was interrogating them. The parole agent 
explained that he was investigating Garrido's visit to UC Berkeley with the two young girls. 
Alyssa said she was aware that Garrido had taken the girls to UC Berkeley and that he was a 
sex offender who was on parole for kidnapping and raping a woman. She added that Garrido 
was a changed man and a great person who was good with her kids. Alyssa subsequently stated 
that she didn't want to provide any additional information and that she might need a lawyer. 

The parole agent then directed Garrido to a room and asked him to explain the relationship of 
the three young girls. Garrido thought for a moment and responded that they were all sisters 
and that the father was his brother who lived nearby in Oakley, California. Garrido stated that 
the parents were divorced, the girls were living with them and other people, and he did not 
know his brother's address or phone number. 

Because of the inconsistencies in their stones, the parole agent isolated Garrido in an office 
with another parole agent and returned to the females. The parole agent told Alyssa that she 
needed to provide him with identification or with the phone number of a relative or friend 
whom he could call for verification of her identity. Alyssa told the parole agent that she 
had learned a longtime ago not to carry or give any personal information to anyone. When 
questioned about this comment, Alyssa responded that she needed a lawyer. 

Being suspicious about the identities provided, the parole agent called the Concord Police 
Department and requested an officer respond to assist in the questioning. As they waited for the 
officer to arrive, Alyssa said she was sorry that she had lied. She explained that she was from 
Minnesota and had been hiding for five years from an abusive husband. She was terrified of being 
found, she said, and that was the reason she could not give the parole agent any information. 
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Two Concord police officers arrived and questioned Alyssa, bin she maintained the story she had 
provided earlier to the parole agent. Finally, a Concord police sergeant interviewed Garrido alone 
in a room. After a short white, the sergeant told the parole agent that Garrido had admitted that he 
was the father of the two girls. The parole agent then resumed questioning Garrido. Eventually, 
Garrido admitted to kidnapping and raping Alyssa. The parole agent provided this information 
to the Concord police sergeant. During further questioning, Alyssa identified herself as Jaycee 
Dugard and confirmed that she had been kidnapped and raped by Garrido. Police officers 
subsequently arrested Phillip and Nancy Garrido on numerous felony charges. 

Garrido and his wife allegedly kidnapped Jaycee and held her hostage for almosr two decades. 
During that time, Garrido kept Jaycee and the two children in makeshift structures located 
at the rear of his one-half acre residence in Antioch. California, as shown i n Figure J below. 
In addition to kidnapping, Garrido's crimes reportedly included repeated sexual assaults of 
Jaycee, resulting in the birth of her two daughters. 

The Office of the Inspector General became aware of the Garrido case through media coverage 
of his arrest and the discovery of Jaycee Dugard and her two daughters. We routinely review 
the effectiveness of department operations, including the parole division, when we become 
aware of significant cases. We conduct these reviews under the authority of California Penal 
Code section 6126, which assigns the Office of the Inspector General responsibility for 
oversight of the department. Accordingly, in September 2009-after Garrido was arrested-we 
worked collaboratively with the department, local law enforcement agencies, and the El 
Dorado County District Attorney's Office to complete this review. The department provided 
its full cooperation throughout our review, providing documents-including its August 2009 
interna) review of its supervision of Garrido, a review that reached conclusions similar to 
ours-and insights into its parole operations. 
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Background 



Parolee Information 

In 1977. Phillip Craig Garrido was convicted in federal court of kidnapping a female in South 
Lake Tahoe and convicted in Nevada for raping her. According to court documents, Garrido 
approached the victim outside of a store at approximately 7;30 p.m, on November 22, 1976, 
Garrido asked for a ride, explaining that his car was disabled. The victim agreed to help 
Garrido. After driving for a short time, Garrido instructed the victim to turn the vehicle into an 
empty lot, where he grabbed her, handcuffed her hands behind her back, and placed a leather 
strap around her neck and under her knees in order to keep her in a bent-over position which 
concealed her from view. Garrido drove the victim approximately one hour to a storage shed 
that he maintained in Reno, Nevada. Over a six-hour period, Garrido repeatedly sexually 
assaulted the victim in the modified shed, which had evidently been set up in advance for this 
purpose. At approximately 3:00 a.m. the next morning, a police officer on routine patrol noticed 
a broken lock on the door to the shed and investigated. In the sequence of events that followed, 
the police officer rescued the victim and arrested Garrido, who was charged with kidnapping 
and rape. Jn a post-arrest interview, Garrido admitted to using marijuana and LSD, adding that 
he took "at least 100 hits of LSD each month." 

The federal court subsequently sentenced Garrido to 50 years for kidnapping, and a state court 
in Nevada sentenced him to five years to life for rape. After serving nearly 1 1 years of his 
federal sentence, the federal government inexplicably paroled Garrido in January 1988 and 
transferred him to the Nevada Department of Prisons to serve his five years to life sentence- 
Eight months later, Nevada, also inexplicably releasing Garrido from prison, placed him on 
parole for the rest of his life, beginning in August 1988. 

Nevada returned Garrido to the federal government to serve his federal parole term, During 
his federal parole period, Garrido and his wife lived with his mother at her residence at 1554 
Walnut Avenue in Antioch, California. In June 1991, Garrido allegedly kidnapped Jaycee 
Dugard from South Lake Tahoe and transported her to his residence in Antioch. In March 
1999, the U.S. Parole Administration terminated Garrido's federal parole supervision, returning 
him to the jurisdiction of Nevada for state parole supervision. Garrido's Certificate of Early 
Termination of federal parole contains a commendation for having responded positively to 
federal parole supervision, and for the personal accomplishments he had attained. The federal 
government's release of Garrido from federal parole is included as Appendix A to this report. 

The department assumed the parole supervision of Garrido in June 1999 because he resided 
in California. The department continued in this role until Garrido's arrest in August 2009. 
Figure 2 summarizes Garrido's adult interactions with the legal system. A more detailed list of 
Garrido's contacts with local public safety agencies is included in Appendix B of this report. 

Interstate Compact on Parole 

The State of Nevada gave Garrido a term of lifetime parole supervision. Because he was 
Jiving in Antioch, California, however, the department accepted the responsibility to supervise 
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figure 2 Timeline of Garrido's legal history. 



Sources: Garrido's California and federal parole files and local police reports. 

March 1970: Garrido arrested by local law enforcement for drug related charges. 
He receives probation. 

March 1972; Garrido arrested on drug related charges. He receives probation again. 
April 1972: Garrido arrested for Contributing to the Delinquency of a M;nor> Rape, and Adult 
Providing Dangerous Drugs to a Minor Case was dismissed for "Furtherance of Justice.' 



November 1376: Garrido arrested for Kidnapping and Rape 

March 1977: Garrido convicted on fedsral Kidnapping charges. Sentenced to 50 years. 
April 1977: Garrido convicted of Forcible Rape by state of Nevada. 
Sentenced to five years to life. 

April 1977 - January 1988: Garndo incarcerated in federal prison. 
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January 1338: Garrido paroled from federal incarceration and transferred to Nevada 

Department of Prisons 

January - August 1988: Garndo incarcerated in Nevada State Prison. 

August 1988; Garndo parofed from Nevada State Prison; goes to live with wife at his 

mother's residence in Arrtioch California 

August 1988- January 1999: Garndo supervised by federal parole authorities. 

June 1991 : Garrido allegedly kidnaps Jaycee Dugard from South Lake Tahoe. 



March 1993: Garrido violates federal parole and returns to prison for four weeks. 
He is released in April 1 993 to prior restrictions and electronic monitoring. 
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March 1999: U S. Parole Administration terminates Garrido's federal parole supervision. 

March 193 Nevada begins its parole supervision of Garrido 

June 1999 - August 2009. Department performs parole supervision of Garrido on the 
behalf of Nevada. 



Apifl 2Q08 Department begins GPS monitoring of Garndo 

August 2009: Garrido and his wife arrested for kidnapping and sexually assaulting 
Jaycee Dugard. 
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Figure 3: Interstate Compact parolees. 



Source: Departments Monthly Report of Population. 
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Garrido on Nevada's behalf under the terms of the Interstate Compact for Adult Offender 
Supervision. 

This exchange is not unusual for the department. The department routinely accepts parolees 
from other states under the terms and conditions laid out in the Interstate Compact for Adult 
Offender Supervision, originally enacted in 1937. All 50 states are members of this compact, 
which is the statutory authority regulating transfer of adult parole and probation supervision 
across state boundaries. Under the terms of the compact, states are generally mandated to 
accept parolees from other states. Therefore, the department had no choice but to accept 
Garrido for supervision after he was released from federal parole, and the State of Nevada 
made the request in June 1 999, 

In September 2009, as illustrated in Figure 3, the department supervised 1,466 out-of-state 
parolees while 935 California offenders were supervised by other stales. In previous years the 
number of California parolees supervised by other states exceeded the number of out-of-state 
parolees supervised by the department- In 2008, the department reported the annual cost of 
supervision at $4,338 per parolee. Therefore, because the department is supervising 53 1 more 
out-of-state parolees than the number of California parolees being supervised by other states, 
the department in 2009 will incur a net cost of approximately $2.3 million. 

The increase of out-of-state parolees in the last few years increases the workload for the 
department's parole agents in general. When Garrido was fitted with a GPS tracking device in 
April 2008, his parole agents carried the 40: 1 workload specified for specialized caseloads. 
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Parole Agent Tools For Supervising Parolees 

The department has stated its commitment to the protection of the community and the effective 
rehabilitation of offenders. Accordingly, a parole agent has broad discretion over a parolee's 
life and uses various tools to guide, direct, and oversee the actions of parolees. Conditions 
of parole, to which a parolee agrees prior to release from prison, allow parole agents to 
search a parolee's person or residence at any ti me. Other tools incl ude drug testing, behavior 
management courses, periodic required reports submitted by parolees, and global positioning 
system (GPS) monitoring. 

In November 2006, California voters passed Proposition 83, which, 
among other things, required lifetime GPS monitoring of felony 
registered sex offenders. Prior to the passage of the proposition, 
the department implemented a GPS monitoring program in June 
2005 with a pilot project that tracked high-risk sex offenders. The 
pilot program was designed to assist parole agents and local law 
enforcement in supervising these parolees. Based on the project's 
results, the department requested, and received, additional funding 
to place GPS devices on all registered sex offenders (Penal Code § 
290) on parole in California. The department included in this effort 
parolees who were convicted prior to the passage of Proposition 
83, and therefore were not legally mandated to be monitored. 
Accordingly, the department required parolee Garrido to begin 
wearing a monitoring device in April 2008. 

The department Secretary stated in January 2009 that monitoring every sex offender on state 
parole with GPS technology was a "significant milestone to protecting public safety by holding 
these individuals accountable for (their] actions and their whereabouts. The [department] is 
holding true to a commitment it has made to fit every sex offender parolee with a GPS device 
and monitor them aggressively. " 

Through the use of satellites, the GPS device transmits a parolee's location, speed of 
movement, and direction of travel to a receiver. This information is then available to parole 
agents to track when and where a parolee has gone. 

Parole agents may also establish zones within the GPS system to determine if parolees adhere 
to travel or time restrictions. Using the GPS monitoring software, parole agents can draw 
boundaries on the map that tracks a parolee, thereby creating zones that a parolee must avoid 
or remain within. Parole agents can draw boundaries around a school, and the residence and 
workplace of a victim, to keep the parolee out, and draw boundaries around the perimeters of 
the parolee's house and surrounding property, to keep the parolee in. Parole agents can also 
establish larger zones, like a 25-mile radius from a parolee's house beyond which the parolee 
may not travel without permission, and time zones during which a parolee must be at a certain 
location. The GPS monitoring device worn by the parolee transmits a signal every minute, 
tracking the parolee's location, The system sends alerts to the parole agent if the parolee travels 
outside of a permitted zone, crosses an off-limits houndary or violates a curfew. 



GPS monitoring device 




Source - Office of the 
Inspector General 
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Parojees are monitored at either the active or passive level , depending upon the parolee's 
assessed risk to the community. At the active monitoring level, transmissions from the parolee's 
monitoring device are uploaded at near real-time intervals and parole agents are alerted 
immediately if a parolee crosses a boundary or violates a curfew. At the passive monitoring 
level, transmissions from the parolee's monitoring device are uploaded at set intervals and 
alerts are usually sent to the parole agent the next day. 

As of June 2009, the department reported monitoring nearly 7 S 000 sex offender parolees with 
GPS devices; approximateJy 2,200 were classified as active with 4,800 classified as passive. 
During fiscal year 2008-09, the department spent nearly $14 million on GPS monitoring, not 
including the costs of personnel who administer and monitor the information provided by 
GPS units. 

The department plans to expand its use of GPS to monitor parolees in the future. In the 
department's September 18, 2009, Population Reduction Plan filed with the United States 
District Court, the department reported that it will seek legislation to establish a program of 
alternative custody options for lower-risk offenders. Under this program, certain offenders, 
including those whose offenses are non-violent, non-serious and non-sexual, would be eligible 
to serve the last 12 months of their sentences under house arrest with GPS monitoring. The 
department estimates that this would involve approximateJy 4,800 additional inmates. 

Parole Supervision Levels 

The department assesses parolees and assigns them to a level of supervision that is 
commensurate with their risks to reoffend. The department has three general levels of 
supervision: High Control, the most intensive level of supervision; is applied to parolees with 
the highest risk of reoffending; mid-level Control Service applies to parolees with an average 
risk of reoffending; and Minimum Service is the least intensive supervision level, applied to 
parolees least likely to reoffend. 

Additionally, the department has created specialized caseload specifications for parole agents 
who supervise parolees monitored with GPS at either the active or passive level. The table 
below summarizes the activities required for each of the supervision levels. 
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Parameters of Review 

To develop the information contained in this special report, the Office of the Inspector General 
completed the following activities: 

• Reviewed Garrido's parole file. 

■ Interviewed available parole agents who had supervised Garrido during his 1 0-year 
supervision period, 

• Inspected Garrido's residence in Antioch, California. 

• Interviewed Garrido's neighbors in Antioch, California. 

• Reviewed a portion of Garrido's GPS data. 

• Obtained the August 2009 case management review assessment completed by the parole 
administrator over the parole district supervising Garrido. 

• Reviewed Garrido's mental health records maintained by the department's Parole Outpatient 
Clinic. 

• Interviewed staff at the department's parole academy and reviewed lesson plans used to 
instruct parole agents at the academy. 

• Contacted local law enforcement agencies to identify Garrido's interactions with local public 
safety agencies. 

• Contacted key staff from the department's Interstate Compact Parole Unit and reviewed 
related documents. 

• Interviewed Garrido's brother, Ron Garrido. 

• Interviewed the Chief of the Nevada Department of Public Safety, Division of Parole and 
Probation, 

• Reviewed Garrido's federal parole file. 

• Interacted with officials from the department and other law enforcement authorities. 
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Results of Special Review 



The Department Failed to Properly Supervise Parolee Garrido 

A review of the decade in which Garrido was under the department's jurisdiction reveals 
repeated departmental failures to properly supervise Garrido. These failures extend to the 
supervision and management of parole agents who had oversight of Garrido. Consequently, the 
department missed opportunities to detect Garrido's ongoing violations of parole conditions 
and continuing criminal activity. 

Consistent with the Office of the Inspector General's jurisdiction to oversee the department, 
the focus of this special report is the department's parole supervision of Garrido. However, it 
should be noted that Garrido was on parole under the jurisdiction of federal parole authorities 
from August 1988 to January 1999. While on federal parole, in June 199 1 , Garrido allegedly 
kidnapped Jaycee Dugard and thereafter sexually assaulted her, fathering two children. 
Accordingly, it should also be noted that the federal parole authorities failed to detect Garrido's 
criminal conduct and his victims, although they did re-incarcerate him for four weeks in 1993. 

The department initially praised its supervision of Garrido 

Soon after Garrido was arrested, department officials held a press conference to announce that 
the department had assisted in identifying Jaycee Dugard and the two children Garrido had 
allegedly fathered with her and had played a role in arresting Garrido for those and related 
crimes. An official stated that he was "proud of the parole agents" and spoke of the diligence 
displayed by the departments parole agents in bringing Garrido into custody. Near the end 
of (he news conference the official stated that Garrido M had no parole violations during the 
entire period of time, so he was compliant with his conditions of parole." Subsequently, the 
department has repeatedly reiterated this conclusion. 

While it is true that Garrido's parole was never officially violated in California, meaning that 
the department took no action to register that Garrido had violated his parole, our review shows 
that violations should have been registered. It is now apparent that the department failed in 
varying degrees during the parole period to properly supervise Garrido and missed numerous 
opportunities to discover his victims. 

The department repeatedly failed to provide proper parole supervision 

At the request of the department, on August 29, 2009, the parole administrator for the parole 
district that supervised Garrido completed an assessment of the department's handling of 
Garrido's case. As part of our special review, we requested, and the department provided, 
a copy of the administrator's assessment. The administrator reviewed all documents and 
records in the parole file, including every entry made by parole agents and parole supervisors. 
In addition to our own review of the department's supervision of Garrido, we also used the 
administrator's assessment due to his knowledge of the complexities of the department's parole 
supervision requirements. 
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For the 123 months that the department had jurisdiction over Garrido, the administrator found 
that there were only 12 months of satisfactory supervision. Put another way, 90 percent of the 
time the department's oversight of Garrido lacked required actions (see Figure 4). 

As Figure 4 illustrates, the department's inadequate supervision of the Garrido case began 
from the start of its jurisdiction, and although it improved significantly over the last two years, 
inadequate supervision persisted throughout most of the 10-year span. The administrator noted 
that a parole agent failed to conduct a required home visit when Garrido was first assigned to 
California parole. In fact, a parole agent did not visit the residence until May 2000, almost one 
year after the department began its parole supervision. Similarly, between June 2001 and July 
2002, parole agents failed to visit Garrido's home. Between June 2004 and August 2005, parole 
agents visited Garrido only once. 

The administrator concluded that at least six parole agents had supervised Garrido during this 
period; this number may be higher because some of the parole file entries were illegible. The 
administrator noted that the parole agent who was supervising Garrido at the time of his arrest 
had only been supervising him since October 2008. 

Additionally, the administrator found that parole agents failed to perform a multitude of 
required home visits, collateral contacts, and drug testing throughout the period of parole 
supervision. He found that even after April 2008, when Garrido was placed on the passive GPS 
monitoring program-and as a result the parole agent commenced more frequent home visits 
(see Figure 4)-the parole agent failed to ensure that Garrido completed required drug testing. 

At the outset of Garrido's parole supervision, the department was confused regarding his parole 
status and failed to perform even minimum levels of supervision. After being released from 
federal parole in March 1999, Garrido first reported to the department on June 8, 1999, at the 
department's request. 

The department had accepted Garrido for parole supervision from the State of Nevada at 
Nevada's request in June 1999- Garrido met with his parole agent at the parole office and 
explained that he believed that Nevada should have discharged him from parole supervision 
when the federal government discharged him in March 1999. Over the subsequent five months, 
the only activity the department performed on Garrido's case was to discuss his objections to 
being subject to continued parole supervision. Therefore, it was not until November 9, 1999, 
that the department began to actively supervise Garrido, 

For reasons discussed in detail below, the department then inappropriately assigned Garrido 
to its minimum level of supervision rather than to its high control level of supervision, which 
would have been consistent with Garrido's being a sex offender. Consequently, between 
November 1999 and May 2000, the only contact the department had with Garrido was five 
brief monthly written reports that Garrido submitted to the parole agent, and one phone call 
that Garrido placed to the parole agent advising the agent he had completed his required annual 
registration as a sex offender with the local law enforcement agency. 
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Figure A: The parole administrator's as sessment of Garritio's supervision. 

The parole administrator who assessed the department s supervision of Garrido based his assessment 
on quarterly periods. 




| parole supervision specifications met 

J parole specifications Not met 

□ home visits compleied by parole agent 

It was not until May 2000 that it occurred to the department that as a sex offender, Garrido 
should be supervised at a more intensive level. The department also began subjecting Garrido 
to drug testing at this time. However, as Figure 4 shows, and as the administrator concluded 
in his August 2009 assessment, after three months of proper supervision, in July 2000 the 
department again mishandJed Garrido's parole supervision. 

Within the department there are conflicting views regarding which parole supervision standard 
should have been applied in assessing the department's parole supervision of Garrido. 

The administrator who completed the department's August 2009 assessment of itself used 
two criteria to assess the department's supervision of Garrido: the Control Service level of 
supervision for the years before Garrido was fined with a GPS unit in April 2008, and the 
Specialized Caseload level of supervision after April 2008. Control Service was the level of 
supervision the department decided to apply to Garrido when it realized he was a registered sex 
offender (Penal Code § 290) in May 2000. 

The administrator said that when he assessed the department's supervision of Garrido after the 
parolee was placed on GPS monitoring in April 2008. he applied more intensive requirements. 
The department had established new specifications for parolees included in the GPS monitoring 
program and required parole agents to supervise the GPS parolees as high-risk sex offenders- 
which called for the department's most intensive high-control level of supervision-with the 
additional requirement that the parolees participate in the department's Parole Outpatient Clinic 
program for mental health assessment. Accordingly, the administrator used the Specialized 
Caseload supervision requirements to evaluate the department's supervision of Garrido after 
April 2008, 

The administrator's assessment of the department's supervision of Garrido is depicted in Figure 4 

In stark contrast to the administrator's assessment, department executives told us that they 
believe the department's supervision of Garrido met or exceeded requirements in the last 
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three years of supervision prior to Garrido's arrest. The executives believe that the department 
did not provide clear supervision expectations to parole agents who monitored parolees with- 
GPS. Therefore, the executives assert that the department should continue to use the less 
intensive Control Service supervision requirements to evaluate the department's supervision of 
Garrido. The executives concluded that if this lesser criterion is used, the department met the 
supervision requirements in 2007 and exceeded them in 2008 and 2009. As discussed above, 
the department's supervision of Garrido improved during these later periods. 

However, it is our assessment that the executives' conclusions are in error. As the administrator 
stated above, parole agents were told that they were supposed to supervise GPS parolees as 
high-risk sex offenders, which calls for the high-control level of supervision. He provided 
us with a document that the department furnished to parole agents to specify the supervision 
requirements. The written requirements in this document are the standards that the 
administrator used in assessing the department's supervision of Garrido. 

Additionally, two different documents we received support the administrator's choice of 
criteria to apply in his assessment. First, Garrido's parole file contains a document that 
Garrido and his parole agent completed when Garrido began GPS monitoring on April 14, 
2008. The form is entitled "HIGH RISK SEX OFFENDER (HRSO) SPECIAL CONDITION 
ADDENDUM" and gives the parolee instructions on wearing the GPS device. The reference 
to Garrido as a high-risk sex offender is consistent with the administrator's understanding. 
Second, the department's Field Agent Guide, dated October 2008, specifies that parole agents 
are to monitor parolees on passive GPS monitoring-such as Garrido-at the more intensive 
level of supervision used by the administrator in his evaluation. 

One executive, however, stated that the Field Agent Guide is just a guide: he noted that 
a statement at the front of the manual warns that the guide "should not be construed as 
departmental or divisional policy nor should it be relied upon as a complete expression of 
policy or procedures." Additionally, the executive pointed out that the guide is dated October 
2008, and notes that Garrido began GPS supervision six months earlier, in April 2008. 
Therefore, the executive concluded that the department's supervision should continue to be 
assessed at the lesser "Control Service" level of supervision, 

The support for the criteria the administrator used in his assessment appears to have more merit 
than that provided by the executive. As a result, we believe that the administrator's assessment 
of the department's supervision of Garrido, as depicted in Figure 4, is a fair assessment of the 
department's work on Garrido's case. Nevertheless, as we discuss in detail below, throughout 
the entirety of its supervision of Garrido, the department failed to supervise Garrido at its most 
intensive High Control level of supervision, the level required for supervising a violent sex 
offender. The department confirmed this conclusion when it determined through applying an 
updated assessment tool called STATIC-99-subsequent to Garrido's arresWhat High Control 
was the appropriate level of supervision for Garrido. 
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The department failed to properly classify Garrido 

One explanation for the department's improper supervision of Garrido is that it initially 
misclassified Garrido as a low-risk parolee. In J 999, when the department began supervising 
Garrido, its policy was to classify as High Control for at least one year all parolees required 
to register as a sex offender under Penal Code section 290. This classification should have 
applied to Garrido due to his prior rape and kidnapping crimes. Nevertheless, the department 
initially classified Garrido for Minimum Supervision, its least intensive supervisory level. As 
a result, until May 2000-almost one year after it began supervising Garrido-the only contact 
the department had with Garrido was three office visits, some phone conversations, and five 
monthly written reports that Garrido submitted to his parole agent. 

According to the parole agent who supervised Garrido during this period, Garrido initially 
questioned the legality of the department imposing parole restrictions on him on the behalf of 
Nevada and argued that when the federal government released him from parole, that release 
also applied to Nevada's parole authority. Because the department had very little information 
from the federal parole authorities or Nevada, the parole agent delayed his supervision of 
Garrido five months until the department's legal office reviewed the case. Then the parole 
agent assigned Garrido to minimum supervision. 

In 1999, had the department taken the additional step of reviewing the information contained 
in Garrido's federal parole file, it would have received information that could have assisted the 
department in correctly assessing Garrido and perhaps even discovering the hidden compound 
in the rear of the Antioch property. Included in the federal parole file was information about 
Garrido's mental health assessments, failed drug and alcohol tests, and a 1993 parole violation 
that led to Garrido being briefly re-incarcerated. This information could have influenced the 
parole agent's supervision level for Garrido. Additionally, included in the federal parole file 
was information regarding a federal agent's search of the soundproofed recording studio that 
Garrido maintained in the back of his residence. This studio was located in the concealed 
compound and was where Garrido allegedly kept Jaycee the first year of her captivity and 
repeatedly raped her. Information about this recording studio could have provided the parole 
agent with the knowledge that Garrido's residence extended well beyond the back fence. 

Additionally, in January 200 i, the parole agent handling the Garrido case completed a "Sex 
Offender Risk Assessment 1 ' to evaluate the appropriateness of Garrido's then-current level of 
supervision. The assessment places offenders in three categories: low-risk offender, moderate- 
risk offender, and high-risk offender. The parole agent unfortunately evaluated Garrido as a 
low-risk offender, even though that category clearly did not apply. The parole agent chose this 
description as most applicable to Garrido: 

One or possible registerable [sic] sex offenses in the record along with other non- 
sex-related offenses. Controlling offense is non-sexual. Offending sexually is more 
opportunistic or situational than a primary deviant sexual orientation. These cases can 
be reasonably handled on a control service caseload. [Emphasis added] 
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A "controlling offense" is the crime that sent the parolee to prison. Garrido's controlling offense 
was clearly sexual in nature: kidnapping an adult female and sexually assaulting her over a six- 
hour period. The circumstances of the crime show premeditation and deliberation; he handcuffed 
the victim and placed a leather strap around her neck and under her knees to conceal her in a 
bent-over position while transporting her for an hour to a modified storage shed. Further, Garrido 
had drugs, a bed, and sex -related devices in the shed. This information was readily available to 
the parole agent and should have caused the agent to elevate Garrido's assessment. 

Since the controlling offense was of a serious sexual nature, the parole agent's selection was 
incorrect. The appropriate classification for Garrido was high-risk offender as described below: 

Controlling offense is sexual, or is related to an established pattern of deviant sexual 
behavior. There are usually other sexual offenses in the background. No or minimal 
history of non-sex offenses. Offenses clearly deviant sexually oriented. These cases 
need referral to the Parole Outpatient Clinic. They need to be handled by the Sex 
Offender Specialist Caseload. [Emphasis added] 

Had the department identified Garrido as a high-risk offender and supervised him at the more 
intensive High Control level, it would have been able to focus more attention on his activities. 
The parole administrator who completed the case management review assessment reached a 
similar conclusion in his review, finding that the department should have supervised Garrido at 
its High Control level of supervision because of his previous sexual criminal behavior. Because 
at the time of this assessment Garrido was not monitored by a GPS monitoring device, the even 
more intensive Specialized Caseload level of supervision would not apply. 

In June 2006, the department implemented a new assessment tool, "STATIC-99," designed to 
estimate the probability of sexual and violent recidivism among adult males who have been 
convicted of at least one sexual offense against a child or non-consenting adult. The department 
issued instructions that the assessment must be used to evaluate all sex offenders being paroled 
from prison; however, remiss from that directive were sex offenders, like Garrido, who were 
currently on parole. Instead, the department later told staff that additional policies would be 
forthcoming. 

The department revised its STATIC-99 policies in 2007 and again in 2008; however, neither of 
these revisions included instructions on applying the STATIC-99 assessment to sex offenders who 
were currently on parole. To date, the department has never developed those written policies. 

In July 2009, one month before Garrido's arrest, a parole supervisor completing a case review 
directed a parole agent to request a STATIC-99 assessment for Garrido. On September 17, 2009, 
three weeks after the arrest, the department performed the assessment, which finally correctly 
identified Garrido as a high-risk sex offender This finding corroborates our conclusion that the 
department's decision to place Garrido on minimum supervision was a grave error. 
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Parole supervisors failed to detect inadequate oversight of Garrido 

Parole supervisors also failed to detect and address the inadequate oversight and assessment 
of Garrido by the parole agents responsible for his supervision. The department requires 
parole supervisors to periodically review case files to ensure that parole agents are properly 
supervising their assigned parolees. The administrator conducting the August 2009 probe into 
the Garrido case found 10 instances where parole supervisors did not perform the mandated 
reviews, including between April 2001 and October 2003 when no reviews were conducted. 
Equally alarming, however are the 15 instances we found in which parole supervisors 
completed case reviews but failed to identify and correct obvious deficiencies in the manner 
parole agents handled Garrido's case. 

The department failed to provide timely mental health assessment 

Additionally, the department did not refer Garrido for mental health assessment until October 
2007-more than eight years after it began supervising him-even though the State of Nevada 
and California state regulations require such an evaluation upon initiating parole. 

According to the department's record of supervision for Garrido, a parole agent determined 
in October 2007 that as a registered sex offender, Garrido needed to be referred for a mental 
health evaluation. Accordingly, he referred Garrido to the department's Parole Outpatient 
Clinic, which provides mental health treatment to parolees. However, the department should 
have referred Garrido to these services much earlier. When the State of Nevada paroled Garrido 
in August 1988, one of the conditions of his parole was "Outpatient substance abuse and/or 
mental health counseling," The document establishing those parole conditions was present 
in the department parole file for Garrido. Nevertheless, when the department assumed parole 
jurisdiction of Garrido in June 1999, it failed to refer him for a mental health assessment. 

Further, the department did not follow California regulations requiring parole agents to refer all 
serious sex offenders to the Parole Outpatient Clinic for a mental health assessment. Title 15 of 
the California Code of Regulations, section 3610 states in relevant part: 

Mandatory referral to a POC [Parole Outpatient Clinic] for a mental health 
assessment shall be made by the parole agent of record for The following: 

... sex offenders as designated in PC [Penal Code] section 290, for whom a mental 
disorder may have been a contributing factor to their commitment offense. 

Accordingly, in 1994 the department began requiring all parolees with histories of sex offenses 
covered under the provisions of Penal Code section 290 to receive an evaluation through the 
Parole Outpatient Clinic. Had the department acted in a timely manner and referred Garrido for 
an assessment, it would have provided the department another opportunity to determine that 
Garrido had been misclassified as a low risk parolee. 
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The department recommended Garrido's discharge from parole supervision 
On four different occasions, the department recommended to Nevada that it discharge Garrido 
from parole: in November 1999-five months after it had begun supervising Garrido-and again 
in July 2004, December 2005, and April 2008. In each of these instances, a parole supervisor 
concurred with a parole agent's recommendation for discharge. Nevada did not heed the 
department's suggestion and continued to subject Garrido to parole supervision. It should be 
noted that applying the typical California standard for sex offenders to Garrido's case would 
likely have produced Garrido's release from parole after three years. 

The department did not use available GPS information 

The department also failed to use readily available information from its GPS monitoring 
program to identify that Garrido was not adhering to the terms of his parole. In April 2008, as 
part of a larger effort to place monitoring devices on all parolee sex offenders, the department 
placed a GPS ankle monitoring device on Garrido to electronically monitor his movements. 
Given his assessed status as a low-risk sex offender, the department placed Garrido on its 
passive GPS monitoring program. 

One of the potential uses of the GPS device was to determine whether Garrido traveled more 
than 25 miles from his residence of record without prior approval from parole authorities-a 
limitation the department placed on Garrido as a condition of his parole. According to a 
department official in its electronic monitoring unit, the department can establish an electronic 
zone around a parolee's home. The GPS monitoring system will detect this breech and notify 
the assigned parole agent. Under the passive GPS monitoring program, the system would 
notify the parole agent the next day. 

However, the parole agent did not use the tool available to him to establish a restricted travel 
zone to monitor Garrido. If done, the system would have alerted parole authorities that Garrido 
was repeatedly out of compliance with his conditions of parole. We reviewed GPS information 
for Garrido over a 32-day period from July 23, 2009 to August 23, 2009. During this limited 
time period, we discovered that Garrido went outside of the 25-mile zone seven times, 
traveling to Berkeley, Oakland, or San Francisco. The department's parole file does not reflect 
that Garrido asked for, or received, permission to go outside the 25-mile zone from his house 
during this time period. The same data we reviewed is readily available to parole agents. 

More concerning was that the department ignored alerts it received from a restricted time zone 
that it did establish for Garrido. In the GPS monitoring system that the department used until 
June 2009, parole agents established a time zone surrounding Garrido's house, programming the 
system to send an alert if Garrido left his residence at night, between about midnight and 7:00 
a.m. This important information would help a parole agent ascertain if Garrido was participating 
in improper activities. System records show that between April 2008 and June 2009, parole 
agents received 14 alerts that Garrido had left his residence after the curfew. Disappointingly, 
parole agents ignored each of these alerts, letting them go without any apparent follow-up or 
investigation. Ignoring the alerts generated by the system defeats the purpose of this tool. 
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Parole agents also ignored 
other alerts from the 
department's new GPS 
system. Between June 5, 
2009- when the department 
began using its new GPS 
system-and August 26. 
2009, when Garrido was 
arrested, the new GPS system 
generated 18 alerts for 
Garrido. Most of these alerts 
related to Garrido failing 
to charge the battery on his 
device as required, but one 
of the alens indicated thai 
the strap securing the device 
to Garrido may have been 
disconnected. System records 
show that the parole agent 
acknowledged the first three 
alerts, but did not record 
whether he investigated the alerts or if the causes for the alerts were resolved. The parole agent 
explained that he was unaware that he needed to complete this step. Regrettably, the parole 
agent never even acknowledged the remaining 15 alerts, including the alert relating to the strap 
securing the device to Garrido's ankle. This indicates that the department continues to fail to 
properly use its new system, as it did its previous system. 

The parole agent could have also used the GPS information to learn that Garrido spent a 
great deal of time in the makeshift concealed compound. Figure 5 presents GPS "tracks'* 
for a single 12-hour period on April 15, 2008, showing Garrido's movement at his residence 
that day. Each of the red dots represents a "track/ 1 or Garrido's location when the GPS 
monitoring unit he wore on his ankle sent a periodic signal to the department's monitoring 
system. Figure 5 shows that Garrido spent a significant amount of time in the concealed 
compound located behind his residence. 

Unfortunately, the parole agent did not view this data and make that discovery. The department 
told us that the location of a recorded track may vary from the actual location of the parolee by 
as much as 36 feet. Nevertheless, had the parole agent viewed the GPS information, it should 
have led him to determine that the boundaries of Garrido's backyard extended beyond what he 
believed them to be. 

Additionally, we identified significant abnormalities in Garrido's GPS information that, if 
identified, should have led to further investigation. During a 32-day period between July 
23, 2009 and August 23, 2009, the department lost the GPS signal from Garrido's ankle 
monitoring device almost every night for prolonged periods of time, typically nine or more 



Figure 5: Garrido's GPS "tracks' 1 in concealed compound 



Note: Back yard fence line superimposed by the Office of the 
Inspector General. Source: Department GPS monitoring system for 
the date of April 15, 2008. 
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hours. According to the department official over the electronic monitoring unit, the lost GPS 
signal could have been caused by the physical construction of Garrido's house, which may 
have blocked the GPS unit's ability to transmit a signal However, he also stated that parolees 
have developed masking techniques to block GPS signals. The official stated that the current 
GPS monitoring system-which the department has used since June 2009— vv i J I send an alert to a 
parole agent if it has lost a signal for 24 or more hours, while the previous system-used prior to 
June 2009-sent an alert after a GPS signal was lost for six or more hours. 

Even though Garrido's parole agents were repeatedly alerted to the loss of GPS signals, the 
parole records reflect that no action was ever taken. Between April 2008 and June 2009, the 
GPS system alerted parole agents 335 times that Garrido's GPS monitoring device lost a signal 
for prolonged periods of time. This was almost a nightly occurrence. System records show that 
parole agents ignored 276 of these alerts altogether. Curiously, the system shows that a parole 
agent acknowledged the other 59 alerts, but never described in the parole file the actions-if 
any-taken to investigate the cause of the alert. The Record of Supervision form in the parole 
file is a legal document and is intended to provide an accurate record of any and all efforts to 
supervise a parolee. Accordingly, the department requires parole agents to document in these 
forms any activity, action, or piece of information pertaining to a parolee. Parole agents should 
have investigated the cause of this abnormality and documented their findings in the parole file. 

The department failed to provide GPS supervision policy 

One explanation for parole agents not using this important tool to monitor Garrido is that the 
department has provided no policies guiding parole agents in monitoring parolees assigned to the 
passive GPS monitoring program. According to the parole agent responsible for the parole unit 
that monitored Garrido, parole agents that supervise parolees on the GPS monitoring program 
received guidance on how to monitor parolees at a series of training classes as it was initiating 
the GPS monitoring program. The manual provided to parole agents during the training states 
that parole agents must review a parolee's GPS tracks every day. Nevertheless, in this training, 
parole agents were told that they were to only review GPS data on a daily basis if parolees were 
monitored at the active GPS level. Parole agents did not need to review GPS data for parolees 
monitored at the passive GPS level unless the GPS system alerted them to a violation of parole. 

Apparently, Garrido could have travelled anywhere, even to the locations of his previous 
crimes, and it is likely that he would have gone undetected as long as his GPS device continued 
to transmit a signal. 

The department has not provided policies to guide and direct the parole agents who monitor 
parolees outfitted with GPS monitoring devices. According to department officials, the 
department is in the process of developing policies to guide parole agents who monitor 
parolees tracked by the GPS system. However, it had not distributed these policies to the field 
when we completed our fieldwork in October 2009. 

Garrido case raises larger concerns 

The department Secretary has said that the department is holding true to a commitment to fit 
every sex offender parolee with a GPS device and monitor them aggressively. However, due 
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to the stark differences between the way the active and passive GPS programs now operate, 
this is an inaccurate characterization. Those parolees monitored under the active system are 
in fact aggressively monitored, while those monitored in the passive program, like Garrido, 
are not. The department's failure to use available GPS information to monitor Garrido, and 
our finding that it disregards alerts that the system generates, raises concerns not only about 
its current use of GPS but also its planned future expansion of GPS monitoring. As discussed 
in the Introduction, the department currently has approximately 7,000 sex offender parolees 
wearing GPS monitoring devices-4,800 of whom are monitored at the passive level. Under its 
Population Reduction Plan submitted to the United States District Court, the department plans 
to use GPS to monitor another 4,800 low-level inmates who will be released up to 12 months 
early from prison. The department refers to this program as "Alternative Custody. 1 ' 

Although the inmates to be included in the Alternative Custody program are non-violent, non- 
serious, and non-sex offenders, should the department use its current passive GPS monitoring 
program to monitor these inmates, the Office of the Inspector General is concerned that public 
safety could be put at risk. The current passive GPS monitoring program appears to provide 
little, if any, value to proactive parote supervision. The department's failure to use the system 
to monitor conditions of parole for Garrido, or to periodically review GPS information for all 
passive GPS parolees, utterly defeats many of the preventive purposes of tracking parolees. 

As currently implemented, the system, at best, provides a potential record of a parolee's actions 
after violations have occurred. The Office of the Inspector General used the system data after 
Garrido's arrest to find that he repeatedly violated the terms of his parole by traveling more 
than 25 miles from his home and frequented the compound behind his backyard where he 
allegedly committed his heinous crimes. Although these capabilities are valuable to the law 
enforcement community in apprehending parolees who reoffend, the department is remiss in 
failing to use the preventive capabilities of GPS. 

It cannot be overstated: the passive GPS monitoring program, as currently applied, provides 
a false sense of security to the public, who have been told that the department uses GPS 
to monitor parolees. Indeed, the Garrido case shows that the current passive GPS model is 
ineffective in proactiveiy monitoring parolees. 

The department missed other opportunities to discover the victims 

In addition to failing to perform the required activities noted above, the department also 
missed several opportunities to discover the existence of Garrido's victims. According to the 
department's 1 0-year supervision records of Garrido, its parole agents performed face-to-face 
contacts with Garrido at his home on at least 60 occasions. Yet parole agents did not identify 
clues suggesting that something was amiss. Later in this report we discuss concerns we have 
related to the training parole agents receive to prepare them to complete thorough and effective 
inspections of a parolee's residence. 

As shown, in Figure 6, clearly visible utility lines, including coaxial cable and telephone lines, 
ran in makeshift fashion from the corner of Garrido's house to a carport in the back yard. These 
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utility lines then proceeded to the hidden compound in the back of the property where Garrido 
had a computer, television, and other electronic devices. 

Additionally, as shown jn Figure 1, electrical lines came through the fence into the back yard 
and ran along the back yard fence, going toward the back of the property. These utility wires 
supplied electricity and other utilities to the various structures that Garrido maintained in the 
rear of his residence and were in place at the time Garrido kidnapped Jaycee in June 199L 

As a condition of Garrido's parole, any Jaw enforcement officer, including his parole agent, 
has authority to search his residence without first obtaining a search warrant. According to 
Garrido's most recent parole agent, the agent did inspect Garrido's house and even went into 
the backyard. However, the parole agent said that the yard appeared to end at the inner fence 
of Garrido's residence. The agent said that he never noticed the utility wires running from the 
house toward the back yard or the electrical wire that came through a hole cut in the fence into 

Figure 6: Utility lines running from Garrido's residence- 



Photos taken from the points of view indicated on the schematic below. 
Source: Office of the Inspector General. 




schematic. Garrido lot (not to scale). 



* 


utility 


lines El 








— ■* 


r" :: • 

i side yard fence/ 


Garrido's 
house 






shed 7 


'v^back yancf fence 




* 



Q - view of side yard fence from parking area - see schematic for frame of reference. 
EI - view of shed from inside hidden compound - see schematic for frame of reference. 



Bureau of Criminal investigations, Office of the Inspector General 



Page 26 



the back yard and then extended to the rear of the property. However, those wires were dearly 
visible in several locations in the back yard. 

Previous parole agents who supervised Garrido also recorded that they performed searches of 
Garrido's residence. One parole agent even developed a diagram of the house. However, none 
of the parole agents documented in their notes that they ever noticed, investigated, or inquired 
about the wires. 



A trained law enforcement officer searching Garrido's back yard should have observed the 
utility wires, particularly since those wires were visible in multiple locations. At a minimum, 
the presence of those wires should have raised suspicions that Garrido was engaged in some 
type of illegal conduct, perhaps even serious criminal activity. Utility wires can be an indicator 
of crimes such as electricity theft, marijuana cultivation, or the presence of a computer used for 



Figure 7: Electrical lines in back yard- 



Photos taken from the points of view indicated on the schematic below. 
Source: Office of the Inspector General. 
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child pornography. Because Garrido was a registered sex offender, with extensive drug use in 
his past, those suspicions would have been merited. 

Had the parole agents identified these signs of potential criminal conduct, their suspicions may 
have led to inquiries that could have resulted in the discovery of the concealed compound at the 
rear of Garrido's property. Furthermore, as discussed previously, the department would have 
known that Garrido's yard extended beyond the back fence and included at least one building if 
it had reviewed information contained in Garrido's federal parole file. 

The department, however, was not alone in its failure to observe these clues that Garrido's 
property extended beyond the interior backyard fence. According to local law enforcement 
documents, in July 2008, a regional sex offender taskforce searched Garrido's residence during 
a sweep of known sex offenders living in Antioch. The department did not participate in the 
operation. During the sweep, officers searched the inside and outside of Garrido's residence, 
including the back yard. The officers reported finding nothing suspicious, also stating that they 
believed the property line ended at the interior back fence. 

Juvenile present during home visit 

Another opportunity the department missed to discover the existence of Garrido's victims living 
in the back part of his property occurred in June 2008. According to records prepared by the 
parole agent who supervised Garrido at that time, the parole agent went to Garrido's residence 
on June 17, 2008, to perform a periodic face-to-face visit. Present at the house with Garrido 
was his wife, his mother, and a 12-yearold female. According to the parole agent's notes, he 
questioned Garrido about the young girl. Garrido replied that the girl was his brother's daughter. 
The parole agent apparently accepted Garrido's explanation and left. There is no indication in the 
department's record of supervision that the parole agent performed any further inquiries. 

On the day that Garrido was eventually arrested for kidnapping, rape, and other sexual crimes, 
he gave a similar story to his parole agent. He told his parole agent that his three victims, 
including the two girls he allegedly fathered with Jaycee, were his brother's children. 

Because Garrido's commitment offense, or controlling offense, did not include minors, his 
parole at the time did not contain a condition prohibiting him from being in the presence of 
minors. Therefore, the presence of the 12-year-old girl alone did not violate Garrido's parole 
conditions. However, based on Garrido's criminal history, the parole agent should have 
confirmed the story that Garrido provided. Included in Garrido's parole file was information 
related to a 1972 arrest for drugging and raping a minor. The charges were evidently dropped 
when the minor refused to testify against Garrido. Nevertheless, this arrest in Garrido's past 
should have spurred the parole agent to further investigate Garrido's story. We easily contacted 
Garrido's brother and determined that he did not have a daughter. If the parole agent had taken 
this basic investigative step, he would have determined that Garrido was being dishonest and 
could have investigated further. 
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Parole agents failed to speak to key collateral contacts 

Parole agents also failed to lalk to key sources to obtain important collateral information that 
may have led them to discover Garrido's victims. Parole agents are required to periodically 
contact collateral sources of information to ensure that a parolee is adhering to his or her parole 
terms and conditions. The department defines a collateral contact as any communication with 
another person concerning a parolee. Parole agents often talk to parolees* spouses, roommates, 
employers, and relatives. Neighbors and local law enforcement agencies are also good sources 
of information because they may be aware of behavior the parolee exhibits when the parole 
agent is not present. 

We reviewed the department's supervision record of Gam do and found no instances of parole 
agents speaking to Garrido's neighbors. We went to Garrido's neighborhood and spoke to five 
of Garrido's neighbors. From 

our interviews, we learned Figure 8. Eight-foot high privacy side fence in Garrido's back yard. 
that some of the neighbors Source: 0ffjce of lhe | nspeclor General . 
had concerns about Garrido's 
"weird" behaviors, and that 
two neighbors had seen 
children at his house. These 
comments are consistent with 
parole agent comments in 
their records over the years 
that Garrido exhibited strange 
behavior. 

Another neighbor, whose 
backyard shared a fence with 
Garrido, told us he once 
met Jaycee. The neighbor 
described a conversation 
he had in the summer of 
1 99 1 -when he was about 
eight years old-with a young blond girl through the chicken wire fence that used to separate 
his yard from Garrido's. He said that the girl told him her name was Jaycee and she lived there. 
The neighbor reported that as he was talking to Jaycee, Garrido came out and took her into the 
house. Soon thereafter, Garrido buih an eight-foot privacy fence that separated their yards. 

Had a parole agent talked to people living in the neighborhood, he may well have learned this 
same information. That information, along with the fact that Garrido is a registered sex offender, 
may have led a parole agent to further investigate Garrido and perhaps discover Jaycee. 

Furthermore, local law enforcement and emergency services agencies had numerous contacts 
with Garrido. However, because the department has not established a policy to require 
parole agents to periodically contact local law enforcement agencies, the department was not 
aware of these interactions. While the department has good relationships with many local 
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law enforcement agencies and often shares information on parolees, it usually does so in the 
context of locating absconded parolees or those believed to be involved in ongoing criminal 
behavior. 

According to the Contra Costa County Sheriff's Office, it or other public safety agencies had 
at least 30 interactions with Garrido or other persons at his address. Included in these contacts 
was a November 30, 2006 call from a resident who lived next door to Garrido. The call 
included the following information: 

... neighbor at 1554 Walnut [Garrido's residence] has several tents in yard with 
people living in them and there are children there. [Reporting party] was concerned 
because neighbor has sexual addiction. 

On another occasion, the fire department responded to Garrido's residence in June 2002 on a 
report of a juvenile with a shoulder injury that occurred in a swimming pool. Had the parole 
agent obtained this information, he would have observed that the report included a juvenile and 
a swimming pool, neither of which were observed at the Garrido residence during the parole 
agent's home visits. The pool and the juvenile were located in the concealed compound. 

However, no indication of these contacts appears in the department's parole file on Garrido. 
Accordingly, parole agents were never able to include this valuable information in their 
evaluation of Garrido's adherence to his conditions of parole. Indeed, had a parole agent 
supervising Garrido contacted local law enforcement or emergency services agencies and 
obtained the above information-especial I y the information from the November 30, 2006 
ca]l-he could have detected Garrido's criminal activity. 

Subsequent to Garrido's arrest, the director of the department's Division of Adult Parole 
Operations sent a memorandum to parole staff stating that the parole mission goes beyond 
simply holding offenders accountable when parole agents become aware of potential parole 
violations. Rather, staff should use their knowledge and resources to detect violations that may 
not be readily apparent during routine visits with an offender. The memorandum also states 
that through the delicate balance between essential services and controls and staff expertise 
and dedication, the division is able to best achieve its mission. One of the controls described is 
collateral -contacts. The memorandum states: 

Collateral contacts provide the agent with insight that is not controlled by the parolee. 
A good collateral contact couid include speaking with neighbors about the parolee's 
behavior, law enforcement communications centers to determine if there have been 
any recent police contacts/calls at the parolee's residence, the parolee's employer or 
co-workers, or any known service providers. 

Parole agents failed to act promptly on known information 

At the time of Garrido's arrest, Garrido's parole agent did not address or resolve two specific 
improprieties of which the parole agent should have been aware. A Berkeley police officer told 
the parole agent about Garrido's visit to the campus. The lone fact that Garrido had travelled 
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to UC Berkeley should have immediately caused the parole agent to investigate further, since 
Berkeley is approximately 40 miles from Garrido's Antioch residence. As discussed, Garrido's 
parole terms limited his travel to a 25-mile radius from his home without permission from his 
parole agent. 

More significantly, the parole agent was aware that Garrido had in his presence two girls who 
referred to him as "daddy" and to whom Garrido referred as his daughters. The parole agent's 
suspicions should have been raised immediately since the agent believed Garrido had no young 
children. Further, one of Garrido's existing parole prohibitions was that he have no contact 
with females between the ages of 14 and 18 years. Specifically, the prohibition states; 

You shall not have contact with females between the ages of 14 and 18. 'No contact' 
means exactly that. No contact in any form, whether direct or indirect, personally, by 
telephone, letter, electronic, computer, or through another person. 

The parole agent questioned Garrido about the identity of the children and searched his 
residence, but upon reviewing his parole file with a supervisor, decided that the condition 
prohibiting Garrido from contacting minors was imposed in error. However, Garrido's parole 
file also included information related to his 1972 arrest for drugging and raping a 1 5-year old 
girl. While this 1972 arrest did not result in a conviction, the arrest, along with the violent 
nature of Garrido's 1976 kidnapping and rape crimes, provides a reasonable basis for enforcing 
the previously imposed parole restriction regarding juvenile females. Given the UC Berkeley 
police officer's observations of the two girls accompanying Garrido, the more responsible 
course of action would have been to investigate the identities and welfare of the children 
that night. The parole agent was told that the two girls were calling Garrido u daddy" at UC 
Berkeley, a statement the parole agent knew to be untrue. However, the parole agent apparently 
accepted Garrido's story that the two children belonged to his brother. Instead of contacting 
Garrido's brother on the spot to resolve this conflict, the parole agent drove Garrido back to his 
residence, released him and instructed him to return to the parole office the next day. 

Given Garrido's violent criminal past and his increasingly bizarre behavior as documented by 
the parole agent and observed by the UC Berkeley police officer, it is not unreasonable to fear 
that the parole agent's failure to further investigate that night may have placed Garrido's three 
captives in greater danger or prompted Garrido to flee. Clearly, the parole agent had legitimate 
concerns for the well being of the two girls in question; why he did not pursue these concerns 
that evening is unclear. 

Parole Agents Lack Adequate Training 

One reason that department parole agents failed to detect the existence of the compound in the 
far rear of Garrido's property is that they had inadequate training. The department's 10- week 
academy does not provide parole agents with satisfactory training on how to perform home 
inspections. Nor is there adequate on-the-job field training for parole agents after they complete 
the academy. Training that provides parole agents with guidance on how to perform effective 
home inspections, including how to be aware of and receptive to signs of parole violations or 



State of California ■ November 2009 



Page 31 



other criminal behavior, should be provided to parole agents. This knowledge is imperative if 
failures like those in Garrido's case are to be avoided. Such training should be mandatory. 

We went to the department's parole academy and interviewed academy coordinators to 
determine the training they provide to parole agents. The coordinators told us that parole agents 
are trained to ascertain whether a parolee is in compliance with his specific conditions of parole 
by observing the home and interviewing the parolee. Parole agents are trained to obtain an 
"overall picture of compliance" during the home inspection by performing a "cursory" search 
of the parolee's residence, the coordinators explained. 

The coordinators acknowledged, however, that they do not provide parole agents with specific 
or clear protocols on where or what to search for. For example, they said that a parole agent is 
not required to search a parolee's backyard, unless an agent suspects that evidence of a parole 
violation would be found there. When we interviewed Garrido's most recent parole agent, he 
told us that he had received no training at all in the academy on how to conduct parolee home 
inspections. 

The department seems to recognize, however, at least in part, the need to address and correct 
the profound breakdown that occurred in the Garrido case. Subsequent to Garrido's arrest, the 
acting director of the department's Division of Adult Parole Operations sent a memorandum 
to parole staff stating that home inspections should incorporate, among other things, "A 
walk-through of the entire residence, to include the yard (back and front) to establish an 
understanding of how the residence is laid out and who resides within the residence and the 
confines of the property." 

There is no field training program for new parole agents after they graduate from the 
department's academy, and supervisors are not required to provide on-the-job training to new 
parole agents. Instead, after completing the 10-week course of instruction in the academy, 
new parole agents complete two years of service to be considered journey -level parole agents. 
During this period, parole agents meet with their supervisors periodically to discuss their cases. 
The department provides the parole agents with no formal on-the-job training during this two- 
year period. 

The unit supervisor overseeing the Garrido case confirmed this information. He told us that the 
two-year program for new parole agents consists of periodic case reviews and parole agents 
filling out month-end reports to capture the number of hours they spent in specific task areas. 
The unit supervisor said that he does not normally accompany a new parole agent to provide 
training on skills such as how to perform a home inspection, and that he relies on the academy 
to provide such training. 

Additionally, the unit supervisor told us that he believed it would be helpful to new parole 
agents if the department had field training officers to teach and guide new agents when they 
come out of the academy. This concept is similar to the models used by police and sheriff 
agencies. The Office of the Inspector General agrees. 
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Findings 

As a result of this special review into the department's parole supervision of parolee PhiJIip 
Garrido, the Office of the Inspector General finds the following: 

Parole Supervision 

• The department incorrectly classified Garrido as a low-risk offender and later failed to use a 
newly-developed assessment tool to correctly classify him as high-risk. 

• Although its supervision of Garrido improved significantly over the final few years, the 
department repeatedly failed to adequately supervise Garrido throughout the 10-year period 
of its parole supervision. 

• Parole supervisors failed to provide proper supervision over parole agents overseeing Garrido. 

•The department failed to obtain key parole information on Garrido from federal parole 
authorities. 

GPS Monitoring 

• The department's current passive GPS monitoring program is ineffective as a proactive tool 
and provides a false sense of security to the public. 

• The department has no policies guiding parole agents on how to monitor parolees assigned to 
the passive GPS monitoring program. 

•The department failed to use its GPS system to monitor Garrido's compliance with a 25-mile 
travel restriction. 

• The department routinely ignored alerts from the GPS system indicating that Garrido was not 
following parole instructions or had repeated and regular loss of GPS signal. 

• The department's failure to use available GPS information to monitor Garrido raises 
concerns not only about its current use of GPS but also its planned future expansion of GPS 
monitoring. 

Missed Opportunities 

• Department failures resulted in several missed opportunities to discover the existence of 
Garrido's three victims that he held captive in a concealed compound on his property. 

o Parole agents failed to observe and investigate clearly visible utility wires running from 
Garrido's house back towards the concealed compound. 

o A parole agent failed to verify Garrido's explanation regarding a 12-year old female present 
during a home visit. 

° Parole agents failed to talk to Garrido's neighbors. 

° Parole agents failed to contact local public safety agencies to obtain information regarding 
contact they had with Garrido, 



State of California * November 2009 



Page 33 



o Parole agents failed to refer Garrido for the required Mental Health assessment for more 
than six years. 

o Parole agents failed to act on information clearly showing Garrido had violated his parole 
terms. 

Training 

■ The department does not provide adequate training to parole agents to conduct parolee home 
inspections. 
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Recommendations 

In this special report, the Office of the Inspector General discloses systemic problems that 
transcend parolee Garrido's case and jeopardize public safety. To address these deficiencies, 
the department should take the following actions; 

Parole Supervision 

• Enforce appropriate standards for parole agents to properly supervise their assigned parolees 
and for parole supervisors to properly supervise parole agents. 

• Ensure that all sex offender parolees have been correctly assessed for their risks to re-offend 
using the department's revised assessment tool. 

• Require parole agents to obtain parole information from federal or other state parole 
authorities when a parolee has been recently supervised by these entities. 

• Establish a mechanism to obtain and share information with local public safety agencies. 
GPS Monitoring 

• Develop and implement a comprehensive Global Positioning System (GPS) monitoring policy. 

• Move all sex offender parolees to the active GPS monitoring program, or significantly 
enhance the passive GPS monitoring program. 

• Require parole agents to fully use the capabilities of the GPS monitoring system, such as 
establishing a zone to monitor parolees' compliance with conditions of parole that they not 
travel more than specified distances from their houses without prior approval. 

• Require parole agents to investigate, resolve, and record the resolution to all GPS system alerts. 
Training 

• Provide training to its parole agents and supervisors on: 

o Using its GPS monitoring system to ensure parolees comply with their conditions of parole 
and taking appropriate actions to ensure that parole agents use the system to enforce the 
conditions of parole. 

° Properly classifying parolees, including serious sex offenders. 

o Conducting a parolee home inspection, including search techniques on how to be aware of 
clues to potential parole violations or other criminal behavior. 

° Contacting neighbors to obtain collateral information on parolee behavior. 

° Referring parolees to mental health assessment when appropriate. 

• Implement a field training officer program to provide on-the-job training to parole agents 
after they complete the academy and have been assigned parole caseloads. 
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Appendix A 

Garrido's Release from Federal Parole 



J-S. DEPARTMENT OF JUST1C > 

United States Parole OomnUifrton CERTIFICATE OF EARLY TERMINATION 



GAR REDO, Phillip Craig 



36377-136 



Date Sentence 
Imposed: 3/11/1977 



Date Supervision Began: 1/20/1988 



District of 

Supervision: Northern California 



The Commission haa issued the following order; 



YOU ARE HEREBY DISCHARGED FROM PAROLE 



By this action, you are no longer under the jurisdiction of the U.S. Parole Commission. 

After a thorough review of your case, the Commission has decked that you are deserving of an 
early discharge. You are commended for having responded positively to supervision and for the 
personal accomplish mentis) you have made. The Comxnieaion trusts that you will continue to be 
a productive citizen and obey the Laws of society- 



jyinrrh ft, 1W> 



Raymond E. Esserx Date 
Administrator 



/ 7 Paroles Copy ( J U.S. Probation Offutr Copy { J File Copy 



Parole Fotie 
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Appendix B 

Summary of Parolee Garrido's Significant Contact with Public Safety Agencies 



Date 
May 28, 1970 

March 3, 1972 
April 14, 1972 

November 23, 1976 
March 11, 1977 
April 11, 1977 
January 20, 1988 

August 26, 1988 

August 16, 1990 

June 10, 1991 
April 22, 1992 

March 18,1993 



February ]0, 1997 
March 9, 1999 
March 18, 1999 
June 8, 1999 
June 9, 1999 
December 23, J 999 

April 13,2000 
April 3, 2001 
April 8, 2002 

June 17, 2002 

July 20, 2002 
March 31, 2003 
August 26, 2003 
April 8, 2004 
April 5, 2005 



Description 

Garrido arrested by local law enforcement for drug related charges, He receives 
probation. 

Garrido is arrested on drug related charges. He receives probation. 

Arrested by local law enforcement for Contributing to the Delinquency of a Minor, 
Rape } and Adult Providing Dangerous Drugs to a Minor. Case was dismissed for 
"Furtherance of Justice." 

Garrido arrested for kidnapping and rape in Reno, Nevada. 

Garrido sentenced on federal kidnapping charges. Sentenced to 50 years. 

Garrido convicted of forcible rape by the state of Nevada, sentenced five years to life. 

Garrido paroled from federal incarceration and on January 22, 1988, received into 
custody by Nevada Department of Prisons. 

Garrido paroled from Nevada prison to begin federal parole supervision at his mother's 
house in Antioch, California. 

Report of white male chasing two adult females in Oakley, California. In September 
2009, reporting party identifies subject as Garrido after viewing his picture on 
television. 

Garrido allegedly kidnaps 1 1-year old girl from South Lake Tahoe, California. 

Possible sighting of kidnapped 1 1 -year girl in Antioch, CA reported to local law 
enforcement. Description of vehicle, but no identification of suspect. 

Federal government issues arrest warrant for Garrido for failing to report to federal 
probation officer as required and failing to participate in drug testing and aftercare 
counseling as directed. Garrido is incarcerated on April I, 1993 and released on April 
29, 1993. 

Loca! law enforcement issues Garrido a traffic citation. 

U.S. Parole Administration terminates Garrido's federal parole supervision. 

Locai law enforcement issues Garrido a traffic citation. 

Garrido begins parole supervision with California Department of Corrections 

Garrido registers with local law enforcement as a sex offender. 

Local law enforcement performs check on Garrido at his residence because of his 
status as a sex offender. 

Garrido registers with local law enforcement as a sex offender. 

Garrido registers with local law enforcement as a sex offender. 

Garrido registers with local law enforcement as a sex offender. 

Fire department responds to Garrido residence on report of ajuveitile with shoulder 
injury that occurred in swimming pool, 

Locai law enforcement performs traffic stop on Garrido. 

Garrido registers with local law enforcement as a sex offender. 

Local law enforcement stop a vehicle registered to Garrido. 

Garrido registers with local taw enforcement as a sex offender. 

Garrido registers with local law enforcement as a sex offender. 
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October 11,2005 
April 6, 2006 
November 30,2006 



December 4, 2006 
April 5, 2007 
August 23, 2007 
March 5,2008 
March 6,2008 
March 14,2008 
March 28, 2008 
April 8, 2008 
April 8, 2008 
April 14,2008 
May 21,2008 
June 24, 2008 
June 27,2008 
July 2, 2008 
July 10,2008 

August 1, 2008 
November 10,2008 
April 4,2009 
April 14,2009 
June 3, 2009 
June 8, 2009 
June 22, 2009 
August 25, 2009 



August 26,2009 



Local law enforcement performs traffic stop on Garrido. 

Garrido registers with local law enforcement as a sex offender. 

Garrido's neighbor reports to local law enforcement several tents in Garrido's 
yard with people living in them and that there are children present. The neighbor 
is concerned because Garrido has sexual addiction. No action taken by responding 
officers, 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido in law enforcement database. 

Garrido registers with local law enforcement as a sex offender. 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido in law enforcement database. 

Garrido cal Is the fire department to report an elderly person fell. 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido in law enforcement database. 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido in law enforcement database. 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido jn law enforcement database. 

Garrido registers with local law enforcement as a sex offender. 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido in law enforcement database. 

Parole agent places GPS tracking device on Garrido. 

Garrido calls the fire department regarding the health of an ejderly female. 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido in law enforcement database. 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido in law enforcement database. 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido in law enforcement database. 

Sex offender task force executes search warrant at Garrido^s residence as part of a 
sweep of area registered sex offenders. 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido in law enforcement database. 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido in law enforcement database. 

Garrido registers with local law enforcement as a sex offender. 

Local law enforcement queries Garrido in law enforcement database. 

Call to fire department from Garrido residence re: health of elderly female. 

Call to fire department from Garrido residence re: health of elderly female. 

Call to fire department from Garrido residence re: health of elderly female. 

UC Berkeley police call Garrido's parole agent to report concerns regarding minors 
accompanying Garrido on campus. The parole agent goes to Garrido's residence and 
brings him to parole office for questioning. The parole agent returns Garrido to his 
residence and instructs htm to report to the parole office the next day. 

Garrido reports to the parole office with his wife, a female adult, and two female 
juveniles. The parole agent separates the females from Garrido and interviews them, 
but is unable to obtain clear identification. The parole agent then interviews Garrido 
and receives conflicting information. The parole agent contacts Concord Police who 
interview Garrido and determines Garrido is the father of the juveniles. The parole 
agent again interviews Garrido who confesses that he kidnapped and raped the female 
adult, Garrido is arrested. 
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California Department of Corrections and 
Rehabilitation's response to the special report (pagei) 



STATE OF CALIFORNIA —DEPARTMENT OF CORRECVOtiS AND R&HA8LLI TATlON 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY 

P.O. eoxG42633 
Sacramento, CA 94283-M01 



November 2, 2009 



ARNOLD SCHV/AR2EN C G 3 ER , GOVER^O* 




Mr. David R. Shaw 

In spec tor General 

Office of the Inspector General 

P.O. Box 348780 

Sacramento, C A 95834-8780 

Dear Mr. Shaw; 

Thank you for your report on the California Department of Correct! oris and Rehabilitation's 
supervision of parolee Phillip Garrido. While we appreciate the efforts of law enforcement and 
parole in apprehending Garrido, we regret he was not caught sooDer. As yon note, the 
Department recognized many of the issues raised in your report as part of the internal review that 
we provided to your ofQce. And we agree that although the Department improved its 
supervision of Garrido in recent years, even further improvements in our system of parole 
supervision are needed. 

That is why in March of this year, the Department announced thai it would be seeking reforms of 
ils parole system. The Department sought to recreate parole, trans forming it into a risk-based 
system of supervision that targets its resources on dangerous offenders. The Department also 
explained that parole agent caseloads needed to be reduced so that high-risk parolees could be 
properly supervised. Dangerous offenders demand more time And attention from our parole 
staff. 

We are grateful the Governor and Legislature recently passed into law a parole reform package 
that will enable the Department to create the type of risk-based supervision that is needed. When 
the law becomes effective on January 25, 2010, the Department will be ready to implement a 
system of parole supervision that uses risk to ensure that the most dangerous offenders receive 
the closest supervision. As part of this system, the Department will ensure, as the Inspector 
General has recommended, that all parolees will be assessed for risk and that clear, risk- 
appropriate supervision standards will guide our parole agents. Perhaps most significantly, with 
this legislative change, the Department will be able to reduce parole agent caseloads and the 
Supervisory span of control and thereby be able to resolve the challenges created by a strain on 
parole supervision with too many offenders and too few agents, supervisors and managers. 
Thus, closer supervision can be paid to hi gh- risk parolees. The Department appreciates that 
resources will soon be available for these very important purposes. 

At the same time, the Department will continue to improve GPS policies aod training as we 
become increasingly familiar with the possibi lines of this evolving technology and as the 
technology itself improves. Over the last several years, the Department has been aggressive in 
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California Department of Corrections and 
Rehabilitation's response to the special report (page 2) 



Mr. David R. Shaw 
Page 2 



placing all sex offenders on GPS even though GPS as a community corrections model is still in 
its infancy. In the future, we will ensure that parole agents periodically review all GPS tracks. 
We believe that GPS continues to be a valuable tool in the parole supervision model, 
demonstrated by its utilization on numerous occasions to detect and prevent criminal activity, 
and we will continue to strive to exceed local and national GPS standards. 

Again, it is regrettable that the victims in this case were not discovered sooner. We are 
committed to doing everything we can to improve our system so that high-risk parolees are more 
closely supervised. We look forward to implementing our vision of parole reform so that those 
improvements are realized. 

I would like to thank the Inspector General foi this report. If there is anything further, I can be 
reached at (916) 323-6001. 

Sincerely, 

MATTHEW L. GATE 
Secretary 
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Grant Results 



CY 1978 through CY 2010 



# of Grants from CY 1978 through CY 2010 




3,150 


#of Grants from 1978 through 1980 


2 


0% 


# of Grants from 1981 through 1983 


105 


3% 


# of Grants from 1984 through 1986 


172 


5% 


# of Grants from 1 987 through 1 989 


92 


3% 


# of Grants from 1990 through 1992 


139 


4% 


# of Grants from 1993 through 1995 


39 


1% 


# of Grants from 1996 through 1998 


53 


2% 


# of Grants from 1999 through 2001 


148 


5% 


# of Grants from 2002 through 2004 


550 


17% 


# of Grants from 2005 through 2007 


521 


17% 


# of Grants from 2008 through 201 


1,329 


42% 



*Note: From 1978 through 2007 there were 1821 Grants 
**Note: From 2008 through 2010 there were 1329 Grants 

***These data values may differ from those previously published due to database updates. 



1/Revised January 18, 2011 



Suitability Hearing Summary 



CY 1991 throiKjnCV 2010 



CALENDAR 
YEAR 


SUITABILITY 
HEARINGS 
SCHEDULED 


SUITABILITY 
HEARINGS 
CONDUCTED' 


NUMBER Or 
GRANTS" 


INMATES 

l>AJROLED— 


SOURCE"" 




1 739 

— 


1.203 




■ 




i$Se) 


1.743 


1.327 


!i. 


12 


Hi&lnncal 




L613 




1ft 


15 


Hislon&al 




1.970 


1.^75 


12 


11 


HtslonCSl 


1995 


2.124 




1 


f 




1996 




L« 


10 


9 


Li r 


mi 


2.J74 


2.i?3 


11 


16 


. . - . - . 

MI^JEr IL..U 




2.1?? 




V 


2B 


Historical 




1.DS0 


1.712 


1» 


13 


Hi&1ontal 


2000 


2.W 


1,676 






Historic*! 


2001 




2.6311 




« 








3.156 


1« 


no 




2003 






iM 


120 


Historical 




4.M2 


£.300 


214 


149 


HF510TIC34 


2«» 


4,933 


2.6? 1 


1S1 


111 


Historic*' 


?006 


i; u?n 




241 


146 


Historical 


2007 




3.t1S 


11H 


e? 


MltlVMayiSTS 


200B 




jfcjt» 


2W 


iac 




2009 






MJ 


too 


LSTS 






L: : " E 


v..,: 


i» 


(_ST* 



■Ftote Su*aW*> H*amgi Conducted 1 i ccmpmrt of Grants, Danul, 3pfH DatiSHyii dm I Conl rnu ations 6as*r| 
on me used various databases we art? unrWln to determine M SUpulrtlmns. Ros'poiiBfiR-nW. rirel Warden wottaL 
hearing or pre- haorirxi nviml;* 



"Note The ' Number GfanLa" ctfumn la cofnpnftfld of the nirinbni or heatings n»Mjang « i gwi tfunng Hie 




riaarng in ITU *p»t#d year, regartHeii Or acluai. year or rel€i*** Far e*ampld an irMnrHe whci received A 
graN hwarwng re*mt *t 19&T. but wad not rvn«J»Kj unbl 1993 14 tafiuialed In 1991 tibia 1ft because Lhe hearing ui 

*n r. he "= ,| r nmlr ornrr- 1 1 bandar Yuiirl , Mf=H. SSftS and j!j ■ |qI il-. .n this sen-:.- 

M| appmrimuan* nnsi may difl&r from pr»v*i* pubNcatfons dm to diabase update* 

1 ' " 'Note. Calendar yean 1 99 1 thrrjur^i 2000 r* ompriaad of daJa from an arcnn*d cuubast Calendar yew 
20Q7 ie comprifiiid of dot* horn Ooth in* an**** database- and from flh# L ifer Scftrtuhng end Twang S^rarn 
!L STS'l SpwafiraHi January 1, 2007, tftougfi October! 31 r 3007 data ■* from rr«e archived ..I.h.hwm dmj dara 
from hfoverfiUaf 1. 2007 through DecemMr 31. 2007 Btwn U5T5. Caletnlar years 2QO0 In n/GMnr rg. from 
LSTS < 

4 N He Th«t« -Ui.* v .il .ra v Uil'e I r* rireM^jsly n- l.HM-*irj lue |o database ,.|- !,.■.■=, 

ViNumhers mav F nrlniilo due Id lulurc rtl^rtr* d^, Lredil lor Trfni- Served, and Updataft to mtfrrwc dalabAMA 
Ramad January 1ft 2011 



1 



Suitability Hearing Summary 



C¥ 1 878 through CV 1990 





SUlTA&IPTlf 


sun- ability 








1 CALENDAR 


HEARINGS 


HEARINGS 


HUH BE R Of 


Hi MATE 3 




TiAR 


SCHEDULED 


CONDUCTED* 


GRANTS"' 


PAROLED*" 


source- 1 * 


1079 


i 


1 


i 


t 


H^tqricol 


nfi 


| 


+ 


i 


1 






2 


2 





fi 


MfcEoriClfl 




321 


32 T 


v 


25 




1UBZ 


776 




a 


2S 




itn 


«9 


aw 




ir 


HtstonceJ 






7D6 


» 










... 




i\ 


hfiEtarwul 


rasa 


942 


62a 


4& 


40 








747 




J* 




1QM 


1D17 


m 


2H 


24 


HlstarKfll 




lot 




24 


17 


HiBtDNDUl 


1930 


T.&17 


1.fl3* 


M 


5* 





"Mole SuiLabtJrly MaaTlnga Conducted ts comprised or Grama Dental, SpdrL Detismaa and 
PoslpofwrMA m Wm» hh h hewing or Emh9j*^#vente 



' "NOW The nun il j*i dt Gram Mull a- fflmpriiid Of the number nf re*jHi Ottumnoj dufiftg 1<W 
calwidjf year It rto*i rut repfwifil The mm*er of mmato-i released rrunng t^al 41 Hie nmate 
nad ri ^iiEur^ reJeaa* tfate hejshe »ouW hay a ri*m»netl in cmlodv uitM lh*t Time 

■"Nut* Tha rtumtjur Indiqgilt!. IrnmplEt* wurn grsnUrtj paralo »n tnftE specific vrw . legardtosi 
me ai_1uu' y*s& «! *=Qr ♦jftzrvte. in wftaraivved a flWi hewing mul in 1901 but 

was not M«d untt 5393 ■* UfeMad a 1001 

""'Niilr Caler-dm vm ". 1G7filhraggh 1B9TI iv rnmprn«i nf daialrom an archwtf EfaBBtiase 
LSTS 

Ncuft rh«s* Ma v^u« may *ffe* him tfroce prffvicuwry pyMnnen due To damtHse upou as 



Numbers m#y RucluatB *j* 19 Future rol^i&e oales. Crsrtil for Time S*rv«d arM Updates to ■rchwe databases 
Ftnvisad January IB 201 1 



